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LONDON, MAY 23, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE print elsewhere an order of retransfer of the causes left 
untried by Mr. Justice VaveHan WILiiAMs at the end of last 
sittings to the several judges from whose lists the same were 
originally taken. 





Ir THE Two divisions of the Court of Appeal make as rapid 
progress as they did during the last sittings they should be able 
to make such an impression on their lists that before the end of 
the sittings both divisions may be hearing Queen’s Bench 
appeals, so as to leave but few matters to go over the long 
vacation. 





Tue wists of cases coming before the courts in the 
approaching Trinity Sittings (the greater part of which were 
not published in time for this week’s issue) shew, as re- 
gards the Court of Appeal and the Chancery Division, no 
material variation in point of numbers from those for the 
Hilary Sittings. The Court of Appeal has 34 appeals from 
the Chancery Division, in addition to 3 from the County 
Palatine of Lancaster. There are 92 appeals from the Queen’s 
Bench Division, 14 cases in the new trial paper, 7 admiralty 
appeals, and 6 bankruptcy appeals. These make a total of 156, 
as compared with 134 in the Hilary Sittings. In the Chancery 
Division there are 174 cases before Mr. Justice Currry, 103 
before Mr. Justice Norru, 154 before Mr. Justice Srrrtine, 157 
before Mr. Justice Kexewicu, 55 before Mr. Justice VavcHan 
Wiu1ams, and 56 before Mr. Justice Romer, making a total of 
699, as against 664 in the Hilary Sittings. The witness actions 
in the Hilary Sittings numbered 472; on the present list there 
are no fewer than 521. In the list of the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion there are 1,179 cases set down, and among these appear 
532 to be tried with juries, and 544 without. 





Tue proposition that the interest of the Metropolitan 
Railway Co. in respect of the tunnel occupied by their lines 
is simply an easement, is not a little startling. It was 
advanced, however, and apparently acquiesced in by Vavenan 
Witrams, J., in the case of Metropolitan Railway Co. v. 
Fowler (reported elsewhere), where the question at issue was 
the liability of the company to the payment of land tax 
under 38 Geo. 3, c. 5. By section 4 the tax is to be assessed 
in respect of “all and every manors, messuages, lands, and 
tenements . . . and all hereditaments”; and in Chelsea 
Waterworks Co. v. Bowley (17 Q. B. 358) it was thought that 
these words, in spite of their seeming generality, would not 
include an easement. But the easement in that case—the right 
to lay waterpipes under land—was a very different thing to the 
ermanent and exclusive user of a tunnel, and, whatever may 
be the value of the decision, it does not seem to be applicable in 
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the present instance. It is, indeed, a well-settled principle that 
the grant of the use of land in such terms as to exclude the 
owner of the soil from all benefit therein is a grant of the land 
itself, and does not confer a right in the nature of an easement 
merely. As was said by Atexanper, ©.B., in Capel v. Buszard 
(6 Bing., at p. 159), “‘a grant of the exclusive use of the land 
is a t of the land,” and the same principle applies where 
any definite portion of the land is separated from that imme- 
diately above or below it. Hence, though it was not necessary 
to give any decision on the point, it seems to have been thought 
in Reilly v. Booth (38 W.R. 484, 44 Ch. D. 12) that the grant 
of the exclusive use of a covered gateway or passage, which 
formed a sort of tunnel leading from land at the back of a row 
of houses through one of the houses into the street in front, 
passed the entire property in the passage. Linpizy, LWJ., 
said :—‘“‘ The grantor has granted the exclusive use of this gate- 


way, and if, in order that the grantee may enjoy the exclusive 


use of the gateway, it is necessary for us to say that the grantee 
has got the ownership of the gateway, so be it.”” And, apart 
from authority, there can be hardly any doubt that the exclusive 
use for all cee of the space occupied by the tunnel involves 
the ownership of it. Ownership, as Cave, J., pointed out, is a 
bundle of rights, of which one may be detached from the rest 
and be dealt with separately as an easement. But this implies 
that a substantial part of the bundle is left with the owner; 
otherwise, not merely an easement, but the ownership itself is 


gone. 





THE QUESTION as to what will amount to a severance of a joint 
tenancy was raised under somewhat singular circumstances in 
Re Wilks, Child vy. Bulmer (reported elsewhere). Ordinarily a 
severance is effected by one party assigning his share, or, as 
Woop, V.C., said more generally in Williams v. Hensman (1 
J. & H., at p. 557), “An act of any one of the persons in- 
terested, operating upon his own share, may create a severance 
as to that share.” Other modes of severance he pointed out as 
being severance by mutual agreement and severance by any 
course of dealing sufficient to intimate that the interests of all 
are mutually treated as constituting a tenancy in common. ‘This 
latter mode, however, is simply a particular case of the former, 
the court, from the acts and dealings of the parties, inferring an 

ment to sever the joint tenancy: Wilson v. Bell (5 Ir. Kq., 
at p. 507). Consequently, as the matter rests on mutual agree- 
ment, the mere declaration of one party in favour of severance is 
not sufficient: Partriche v. Poulett (2 Atk. 54); or, as it was put 
in Williams v. Hensman, when the severance depends on mere 
inference, it is not enough to rely on an intention with respect to 
the particular share declared only behind the backs of the other 
persons interested. On the other hand, an intention to divide 
the whole is clearly manifested by all parties when the 
various parts of the estate as they come to hand are actually 
divided, and there is, consequently, a tenancy in common as 
to the remainder: Crooke v. De Vandes (11 Ves., at p. 
333). In the recent case before Sririine, J., a fund had been 
carried over im the action of Child v. Bulmer to the separate 
account of the infant plaintiffs as joint tenants. In March, 
1890, one of them attained twenty-one, and thereupon a sum- 
mons was, at his instance, taken out to have his share of the 
fund paid to him out of court. The summons was made return- 
able on the 28th of March, but on that day it was not reached, 
and was adjourned till the 22nd of April. In the meantime the 
joint tenant had died, but his personal representative main- 
tained that there had been a sufficient dealing with his share to 
effect a severance of the joint tenancy. Considering, however, 
that no order had been made on the summons, and that the 
applicant could at any time before the hearing have discon- 
tinued the ings, it is clear that there had been, in the 
language used in Williams v. Hensman (supra), no act of his 
rms Sy og the share, and since, the other two joint tenants 
being infants, an agreement was out of the question, the 
joint tenancy, and its incident, the right of survivorship, had 
not been affected. 





suffered actual damage, and that consequently, when he has 
entered into arrangements which make the fulfilment of the 
covenant unnecessary, the amount of damages for breach of it is 
merely nominal. It is well settled, however, that the lessor has 
an absolute right, apart from any intention he may himself have 
formed as to the buildings, or any arrangements he may have 
made with third parties, to have the premises left by the lessee 
in the condition contemplated by the covenant, and he can claim 
as damages the amount which the repairs would cost if actually 
done. Rawlings v. Morgan (18 C. B. N.58., at p. 784) it was 
said by Monracve Surru, J.: “The ordinary damages would be 
the amount which would be necessary to put them in a proper 
state of repair. The right to damages having accrued on the 
determination of the term, the lessor’s intention to pull 
down the premises would not in the least affect his right 
to sue for full damages. In Morgan v. Hardy (17 Q. B. D. 
770) it appeared that, owing to changes in the surrounding 
property, the house had so far altered in value that it would 
be as valuable for letting purposes if some of the repairs 
required by the covenant were either omitted or executed 
at a cheaper rate than was usual under the covenant, but it was 
held by Denman, J., that this was no ground for limiting the 
liability of the lessee, and that the measure of damages was the 
amount required to put the premises into the repair originally 
contemplated by the covenant. So, too, in Jnderwick v. Leech (1 
T. L. R. 484), this was said to be none the less the measure of 
damages because the lessor meant to pull down the premises, 
and actually did do so. In the recent case of Joyner v. Weeks in 
the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 465), the lessor, two years before 
the determination of the term, had granted a lease to commence 
from such determination to the occupier of the adjacent house, 
under which the latter covenanted to execute substantial altera- 
tions and repairs. There is the difference here that the lessor 
had actually provided for the doing of the necessary work, 
though, as the cost must be assumed to have been taken into 
account in arranging the terms of the lease, this did not amount 
to taking the burden entirely off his shoulders. In any case, the 
arrangement was one quite foreign to the original lease, and on 
the principle of the above cases it was held that the damages 
must be assessed in the usual way—that is, that they were the 
amount required to put the premises into repair. ~- 





Tue case of Heinemann § Co. v. 8. B. Hale & Co. (ante, p. 
465) presents us once more with the tempest-tossed question of 
suing foreign firms. It is needless to say that it records a new 
development, because every succeeding decision of the Court of 
Appeal on this most important question of procedure records a 
new development ; and, most unfortunately for the English 
trader, the tendency of that development is to deprive him of all 
remedy in the courts of his own country against persons trading 
in co-partnership out of the jurisdiction who enter into contracts 
with him in the name of a firm. While reserving a detailed dis- 
cussion of this decision until it is more fully reported, we may, 
perhaps, point out the precise nature of the advance which 
appears to have been made on previous decisions tending in the 
same direction. In The Western National Bank of New York v. 
Perez Triana § Co, (89 W. R. 245; 1891, 1 Q. B. 304) it was 
held that a foreign firm having no place of business in this country 
could not be sued in the name of the firm. It was not laid down 
in that case that a foreign firm having a branch business in this 
country and a partner resident here could not be sued as a firm. 
The whole point of the case was that, all the partners in the firm 
sued being domiciled abroad, the mere fact of a partner happen- 
ing to come within the jurisdiction did not entitle the plaintiff, 
by serving him with the writ, to make all the other partners 
liable. There was no branch of the firm’s business in this 
country, and it was held that, as all the partners Were domiciled 
abroad, our rule as to serving one partner for the firm had no 
a, This was the interpretation put upon the case by 
the Divisional Court in Lysaght v. Clark § Co. — p. 347), in 
which case the court held that Russell v. Cambefort (37 W. R. 
701, 23 Q. B. D. 526) and Western National Bank of New York v. 
Perez Triana § Co, applied only to cases where all the partners 
were domiciled and resident abroad. In the present case of 
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in London carried on by a partner in the firm resident here, the 
principal place of business of the firm being at Buenos 
Ayres. The writ was served on the partner resident here, 
and the Divisional Court held that the service was sufficient. 
The Court of Appeal, however, consisting of the Master of the 
Rolls and Fry, L.J., held that the case was settled by Western 
National Bank of New Yorky. Perez Triana §& Co., and that, there- 
fore, the writ was wrongly issued and wrongly served. The de- 
cision is a most important one. We will not say that the final 
stage of development has yet been reached, but it appears to be 
near at hand. In this country a firm exists as a concrete 
trading body in the eyes of the law. Its contracts may be en- 
forced by legal proceedings, and it may in all respects be sued 
to judgment in the name of the firm. When, therefore, it con- 
tracts in the name of the firm all the property of the firm be- 
comes liable. But if part of the firm’s business is carried on 
abroad, and one or more of its members are resident out of the 
jurisdiction, then it cannot be sued in the firm name at all. The 
okies English trader may contend that the contract was 
entered into with him by the firm, in the firm name, and that he 
has no means whatever of discovering the names of the partners. 
He may assert with what emphasis he pleases that the bulk of 
the international trade of the world is carried on under contracts 
made by firms ix the firm name, and that Oo gener names are 
never known in the transaction. That by taking away from him 
the right to sue a foreign firm, or partly foreign firm, in the 
name under which it contracted with him, the court is placing 
an impediment in his way of a most serious nature., His pleas 
are of no avail. So far as English procedure is concerned there 
are no such things as foreign trading firms, no such things as 
colonial firms, or even Scotch or Irish firms. They do not exist 
at all. Yet, stay; yes, they do exist for one purpose of pro- 
cedure in this country. An English trader cannot sue them, 
but they can and do sue him. He can be sued by them on their 
contracts made in the name of their firm, and the English courts 
will enforce such contracts against him. : 








In THE DEcIsIons referred to in the foregoing remarks there is 
a phrase which appears to have taken quite a hold on the Court 
of Appeal. ‘What has been writ short must be writ large,” 
said Lord Justice Bowen in Western Nationai Bank of New York 
v. Perez Triana § Co. And in Heinemann § Co. v. S. B. Hale § 
Co. Lord Justice Fry held that to sue a firm was to sue all the 
members of the firm, but that the plaintiff could not proceed 
under ord. 9, r. 6, merely by ‘‘ writing the name-short as the 
name of the firm.” Now quite a little world of meaning lies 
behind this phrase “ writing large and writing short,” though it 
is not, perhaps, quite the meaning which the Court of Appeal 
attaches to it. What the phrase means to the learned judges, 
or what the learned judges mean by the phrase is this: ‘‘ When 
you sue a firm you are in actual reality suing the partners in the 
firm. The firm is the partners; or the partners are the firm, 
whichever way you like to put it. The word firm is a mere 
word of collective application, meaning the partners in the firm. 
For convenience sake when you are suing the persons trading as 
a firm in England we allow you by our rules to sue those per- 
sons collectively by their firm name. Instead of suing ‘A., B., 
C., D., and F., trading as A., B., & Co.,’ you may write tt short 
and sue simply ‘ A., B., & Co.,’ and we will treat the action in 
all respects as if you had sued A., B., C., D., and F. individually, 
except that we further give you the advantage of being able to 
serve one for all. But if either A., B., C., D., or F. resides out 
of the jurisdiction, then, of course, our rules enabling you to 
write it short can have no application. You must in such a case 
write it large—that is, you must suo everybody individually. 
What was writ short must be writ large.” The fundamental 
fallacy which underlies this line of reasoning is that it is based 
upon an assumption which every merchant having a foreign 
trade knows to be a false one. We have been at some pains to 
inform ourselves on this point, and we have no hesitation in 
saying that to describe the difference between suing a firm as a 
firm, and suing the partners in the firm individually, as merely a 
difference between ‘‘ writing large” and “ writing short” is to 
ignore one of the salicnt features of the system upon which trade 
is carried on. For all practical purposes in trade a firm, whether 
English or foreign, is an individual. In all contracts it is treated 





as an individual. In all civilized countries and in all our colonies 
it is liable on its contracts as an individual is liable. Its mem- 
bers are just as much part of it in all trade matters as the 
members of the body are part of the body. In France the 
‘sleeping partner ” comes upon the scene in considerable force. 
He is more prevalent there than in any other country. His 
name does not appear, but he supplies the capital. According 
to the French law, as we are informed, he is liable for the firm’s 
debts, but unless the firm can be sued as a firm he cannot be got 
at, because he keeps quite in the background. In the case of 
both foreign and colonial firms, suing the firm in the firm’s 
name is, generally speaking, the only means of making sure that all 
the members of the firm are being sued. The trader may well 
wonder why the procedure of our courts should be based upon 
ideas so entirely out of accord with the facts of trade; that it 
should ignore the individuality of a trading concern merely 
because it happens to be partly or entirely located out of England. 
He may well say that our courts of to-day do not understand 
trade any longer. He may well puzzle his practical brain to 
conceive a reason why a foreign or colonial trading concern, 
acting and contracting in an individual capacity, cannot be sued 
in this country under its trading name; and why it cannot be 
served by service on one of its members under the same authority 
as an individual foreigner can be served with notice of lish 
process. He may well wonder how it is that “the principles 
of international law” are when leave is given to 
serve a foreign firm, any more when leave is given to serve 
a foreign individual, seeing that all the world over now the 
individuality of the trading firm is a recognized fact. We are 
bound to confess that we cannot enlighten him, for we find the 
puzzle insoluble ourselves. But we can see clearly en>1gh that 
the world will not stand still because our courts fail t» grasp the 
idea of the individuality of the trading firm. Actiors against 
foreign firms (or rather against foreign ers, ‘‘ writ large ”’) 
will gradually cease to be brought in this country. This con- 
siderable branch of trade litigation will pass out of our hands 
altogether. ‘‘ We cannot sue partners whom we do not know, 
especially as we cannot be sure of discovering ali their names. 
We shall have to instruct our forei — to sue the firms, as 
firms, in their own country on our beh . Frequently we shall 
be greatly +o thereby, but this is the only way left open 
to us now.” e are quoting the observation of a me:nber of an 
English house having as large a foreign trade, probably, as any 
firm in this country, and we commend it to the consideration of 
our readers. : 





Tue precision of Kexewicu, J., in Whitwood Chemical Co. vy. 
Hardman (ante, p. 261), in which he implied a negative stipula- 
tion in an agreement merely positive, and then granted an injunc- 
tion to restrain the violation of it, was reversed by the Court 
of Appeal (ante, p. 314), and an emphatic protest made against 
the application of any such doctrine. The defendant was 
manager to the plaintiff company, and had entered into an 
agreement by which he was to continue in that position for ten 
years, and during this period was to “give the whole of his 
time to the company’s business.”” There was no corresponding 
negative stipulation that he should give none of his time to any 
other business, and accordingly he proposed to take an active 

art in the carrying on of the business of a rival company, 
justifying his conduct on the ground that the “whole of his 
time” in the ment meant no more than the usual office 
hours. It was decided in Lumley v. Wagner (1 D. M. & G. 604), 
that where an agreement for personal service contains both a 
positive and negative term, the court will interfere by injunction 
to restrain the breach of the negative term, even though it 
could not by specific performance compel the defendant to 
carry out the positive stipulation. And subsequent cases have 
extended this by saying that even where no negative term 
is actually inserted, it is sufficient if it can be obtained by 
implication from the positive term. Thus in Webster v. Dillon (3 
Jur. (N. 8.) 432), where the defendant, an actor, had agreed to 
perform at Sadler's Wells Theatro for twelve successive nights, 
and was proposing to perform during the same period at ano‘her 
theatre, Vice-Chancellor Woop tought that the principle of 
Lumley v. Wagner applied, and, although there was no nezative 
term, he held that this was sufficiently implied, and granted aa 
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injunction restraining the defendant from acting elsewhere than 
at the plaintiff's theatre during the ordinary hours of perform- 
ance on the night in question- A similar decision was given by 
Matis, V.C., in Montague v. Fiockton (16 Eq. 189). Upon these 
authorities accordingly Kexewicn, J., acted, but in the opinion 
of the Court of Appeal Zumley v. Wagner itself is sufficiently 
anomalous, and is not to be extended. The sole justification of 
that case, indeed, was the express negative covenant, and, in 
the absence of this, there is no reason for the court to interfere 
by injunction, and so attempt indirectly to enforce a positive 
agreement such as it is well settled it cannot enforce directly. 





DEEDS PROCURED BY FRAUD. 
III, 


Tue cases which we have so far considered lead to the conclusion 
that there has been a great advance since the days when a man 
who could read, and who, nevertheless, chose to execute a deed 
granting away an estate without reading it, was held to execute 
it, so far as concerned its legal effect at any rate, at his own 
risk. Where the execution had been procured by fraud, then in 
equity he might, under suitable circumstances, obtain redress, 
but at law he had parted with his estate, and he was apparently 
without remedy. At the present time, on the contrary, the deed 
will be altogether void where it has been procured by fraud, 
and that regardless of the question whether the person execut- 
ing it could read or not. The only points to be considered are, 
how far the fraud really affected his knowledge of the contents, 
and how far he is estopped by his negligence from taking 
advantage of it. 

The most general statement of the law was put forward, as 

we have seen, in Foster v. Mackinnon (17 W. R. 1105, L. R. 4 
C. P. 704), where it was held that any written instrument might 
be invalid on the mere ground that it did not represent the in- 
tention of the person signing it, but this consideration is more 
applicable to contracts than to the case of deeds conveying 
estates. Blackwood v. Gregg (Hayes, 277) goes as far as is per- 
missible in this direction in saying that the deed is invalid when, 
owing to the fraud, the person executing it was not aware of its 
contents and had no intention to execute it. Practically, how- 
ever, it is sufficient to say that the deed is void when there has 
been an actual misrepresentation of its contents. With the 
mere intention of the parties, apart from the question of fraud, 
we have here nothing to do. If the deed has been executed by 
mistake then it must be rectified on that ground. Moreover, 
fraud which merely conduces to the execution of the deed is, as 
we have already seen (ante, p. 415), no reason for setting up its 
invalidity. Fraud may be found in the transactions immediately 
preceding and immediately following the execution of the deed, 
and yet not affect the deed itself. It may precede the deed, as 
where the execution is obtained by means of a fraudulent repre- 
sentation : Mason v. Ditchbourne (1 Moo. & R. 460). It may fol- 
low the deed, as where the deed is used for a fraudulent pur- 
pose: National Provincial Bank v. Jackson (34 W. R. 597). But, 
to affect the validity of the deed itself, it must actually interfere 
with the right understanding of its contents by the person exe- 
cuting it. 

In general, however, this implies a misstatement of the contents 
by the person producing the deed for execution, and hence it seems 
to be thought that only where this has taken place does the 
fraud concern the actual execution of the deed. In such cases 
there is no doubt that the party against whom fraud is alleged 
has actively intervened, and to him the execution of the deed is 
due. This, indeed, is preferable to placing reliance in the first 
instance on the mere intention of the party executing, as he may 
be content to execute the deed in blind confidence in the person 
offering it to him, and without having any clear idea of its con- 
tents. Such, as we have seen, was the case in National Provincial 
Bank v. Jackson, Where, however, there is an actual mis- 
statement of the contents, so that a person, thinking he is 
going to execute a deed as described, is induced to execute 
something entirely different, then there is no doubt as to the 

fraud touching the execution of the deed itself, and no doubt 


party executing obviously affected, but the fraud of the other 
party actively intervenes. 

An interesting application of this principle is to be found in 
Hunter v. Walters (20 W. R. 218, L. It. 7 Ch. 75), and the case 
is also important for the opinions expressed upon the effect of 
fraud generally. There, as in National Provincial Bank vy. 
Jackson, a conveyance was obtained by fraud, but the fraud was 
not sufficiently involved in the execution of the deed to allow of 
its invalidity being set up on that account. Two persons, H. 
and D., were first and second mortgagees of property. Their 
solicitor professed to sell it under the power of sale contained 
in D.’s mortgage, and then purchased it for himself from the 
purchaser. Hereupon he obtained a reconveyance from H. 
and D., who also signed receipts for their mortgage money. 
No money was in fact ever paid by the solicitor, but 
he continued to pay interest on the mortgages as though 
they were still subsisting, and some years later raised 
money on the property from C. on his own account, Upon 
his death litigation arose between H. and the representa- 
tives of D., who had died, on the one hand, and C. on the 
other, the former attempting to shew that the deed executed by 
H. and D. was void. As to the circumstances under which D. 
executed it there was no evidence, but H. deposed that he 
understood that the mortgage was not, in fact, to be paid off, 
and that the deed was a mere form, He never read it, but he 
believed that it merely transferred the interest of the mortgagor 
to the solicitor, leaving the security intact. This defence shews 
how dangerous it would be to allow a deed to be void simply on 
the ground that it does not represent the intention of the person 
executing it, and apart from any actual misstatement of its con- 
tents. Moreover, however it might be with an ordinary deed, it 
was impossible here for the — had they chosen to read, not 
to understand the purport of the receipt for the mortgage money 
which they signed. Hence Lord Harnuertey, C., decisively re- 
jected the plea that the deed was executed as a mere form, and 
based his decision on the distinction between fraudulent misstate- 
ment sufficient to avoid a deed and a misrepresentation which 
merely conduces to its execution :—‘‘I apprehend that if a man 
executes a solemn instrument by which he conveys an interest, 
and if he signs on the back a receipt for money—a document 
which, as the Vice-Chancellor observes, could not be mistaken 
—he cannot affect not to know what he was doing, and it is not 
enough for him afterwards to say that he thought it was only a 
form. That merely amounts to saying that a misrepresentation 
was made to him under which he executed a deed ; still, the deed 
may have been exactly what he intended to execute, though he 
intended it to be used for a totally different purpose. But this 
does not affect the deed. The fraud of the person who used the 
deed for a different purpose does not make it less the deed of 
the person who executed it. We have not in this case any 
evidence to bring it within the authorities which shew that an 
instrument executed under certain circumstances of misrepre- 
sentation may be altogether void.” 

It is to be noticed that, in the absence of actual misrepre- 
sentation, the parties here were not allowed to say that a 
perfectly plain document was not in accordance with their 
intention. James, L.J., went further, and threw doubt upon 
the established proposition that a deed could be declared void 
for misrepresentation of its contents. Speaking of the cases of 
Kennedy v. Green and Vorley v. Cooke (ante, p. 415), and others, 
in which this element was present, he said that, without dis- 
puting the correctness of the equitable relief there given, he was 
‘not prepared to concur in the conclusion that the facts in any 
one of those cases would have sustained at law a plea of non est 
factum”’; and, further on, he was “of opinion that the rule of 
equity was the rule of common sense ; that the principal must 
suffer for the fraud of his agent, and not the stranger who is 
dealing with the agent; that the man who has made the repre- 
sentations, under whatever circumstances, must bear the con- 
sequences of those representations, and not the man who has 
trusted to the representations so made.” But unfortunately 
this expression of opinion was too late. Where there has been 
a misrepresentation of the contents of the deed, the deed is 
absolutely void, and none the less so because the person who 
commits the fraud is an agent selected by the person on whom 





as to its consequent invalidity. Not only is the intention of the 


the fraud is committed. 
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Metuisu, L.J., more usefully suggested that ibly the mere 
omission by an educated person to read a deed might be such 
evidence of negligence as to estop him from setting up its 
jnvalidity. ‘In my opinion,” he said, “it is still a doubtful 
question at law, on which I do not wish to give any decisive 
opinion, whether, if there be a false representation respecting 

e contents of a deed, a person who is an educated person, and 
who might, by very simple means, have satisfied himself as to 
what the contents of the deed really were, may not, by executing 
it negligently, be estopped as between himself and a person who 
innocently acts upon the faith of the deed being valid, and who 
accepts an estate under it.” However, he agreed with the rest 
of the court that ‘‘there was no evidence of any such misrepre- 
sentation as respects the contents of the deed and the legal effect 
of the deed as would make it void on that ground.” 

The general effect of this case is, then, to throw further into 
the background the question of the intention of the party 
executing. Whatever fraud may surround a deed, yet it will 
not be void on the ground of misapprehension of its contents 
unless this is due to actual misrepresentation. But where such 
misrepresentation does in fact exist, then the person who has 
been deceived can set up the invalidity of the deed except in 
cases where his own negligence may estop him from so doing. 
What will constitute such negligence, and especially whether 
the mere omission on the part of an educated person to read 
a deed can ever be regarded as negligence, seems to be still 
undecided. 

Such being the state of the authorities there can be no doubt 
of the correctness of the decision of the Divisional Court 
(Pottock, B., and Cxartzs, J.) in the recent case of Favell yv. 
Wright (ante, p. 227). Mrs. Heaptey, a widow, held a mortgage 
on certain copyhold land as security for a sum of £230 formerly 
advanced by her husband. In various transactions connected 
with the mortgage, Wayman, Mrs. Heapey’s brother, had been 
employed as solicitor, and this employment continued after the 
husband’s death. Amongst other matters he had prepared leases 
of the property, Mrs. Hzeapiry being mortgagee in possession. In 
1882 he prepared a deed by which Mrs. Heapiey acknowledged 
the receipt from him of all the principal money secured by the 
mortgage, and by which she purported to transfer the mortgage 
tohim. Having procured her execution of this, he then pro- 
ceeded to raise money on the land, and obtained an advance of 
£250 from the plaintiff, Faveiy, depositing the deeds with him 
as security. Subsequently Wayman absconded and was adjudged 
bankrupt, and Favetr, having obtained a conveyance of the 
land from the trustee in bankruptcy, and having been admitted 
by the lord of the manor, brought the action inst Wricut, 
Mrs. Heapiey’s tenant, to recover possession. “This was in the 
county court, and the judge found that the deed had been 
fraudulently misread to Mrs. Hzap.ey, and that she had executed 
it without any negligence.on her part. On these findings she 
was of course entitled to have it declared void. The one element 
required to produce such a result, the misrepresentation of the 
contents of the deed, was present, the element which might have 
prevented her from taking advantage of it, negligence, was 
absent. The case, therefore, was well within the principle of 
the authorities above referred to. 

To sum up the effect of these, it seems correct to say that the 
question of literacy or illiteracy has now no bearing on the 
matter, nor is it safe to rely upon any such wide principle as 
that a deed is void if, by reason of fraud, it does not correspond 
to the intention of the party executing it. This may or may not 
be the case. But it may be laid down with certainty that where 
it has been executed under a misapprehension of its contents due 
to fraudulent misstatement, then it is absolutely void, and that 
poeapeeeye of the relation existing between the person execut- 
ing the deed and the person guilty of the fraud. Third parties 
who subsequently take conveyances in reliance upon the deed do 
so at their own risk unless they can succeed in the difficult task 
of proving negligence, in which case possibly they may take ad- 
vantage of the doctrine of estoppel. Of course, it is out of the 
question upon an investigation of title to ascertain the circum- 
stances under which each deed was executed, and the possibility 
that one of these may be void for fraud is a danger that lurks 
in every purchase. The later authorities tend to exclude cases 
where carelessness on the part of the person signing has con- 








spired with fraud on the part of the person preparing the d 
but they have not recurred to the ancient rule that every a 


cated man executes a deed at his own risk. 








REVIEWS. 
COMPANY Law. 


A Manvat or Company Law For THE UsE oF DIRECTORS AND 
Promorers. By WiLLIAM FREDERICK Hamitton, LL.D., as- 
sisted by KENNARD GOLBORNE METCALFE, M.A., Barristers-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The utility of a work like the present can hardly be doubted. As 
the author observes in his preface, it is impracticable in most cases for 
directors to have at their meetings a lawyer thoroughly conversant 
with company law to advise them upon the various questions which 
arise for their determination. His aim, accordingly, has been to pro- 
vide the directors of every company, however incorporated, and their 
advisers with a book to which they may refer for guidance on any 
legal question arising in the course of the business of the company, 
and the mode adopted is to state the law in the form of general rules, 
illustrated by reference to decided cases, and also to give advice on 
various points of practice. The task which he has thus set before him- 
self the author has executed in a manner likely to secure a wide 
popularity for his book. If such a work is to be of practical service 
to laymen it is essential that the law should be given with great 
clearness, and this is secured by the plan which the author has 
adopted. The general rules are printed in bold type, and they appear 
to tack nothing in lucidity or accuracy. To these are appended 
notes in which the decisions, including the most recent, are dled 
with much neatness and pres e whole work, indeed, testi- 
fies to the author’s capacity for dealing usefully with his subject, and 
shows that no pains have been to insure its excellence. 
As an example of the general advice given to directors the reader 
may note the remarks at the beginning of rg ter? xvii. on the keep- 
ing of accounts and the payment of dividends, i up to the safe 
“we that ‘‘no sum healt treated as net profit unless it forms part 
of the excess of receipts on account of revenue over expenses and 
losses properly chargeable to revenue.” In connection with the 
Directors’ Liability Act, 1890, which is printed at length and fully 
commented upon, a useful statement is given of the steps which an 
intending director ought to take with regard to the draft B sige corm 
At p. 345 the author expresses an opinion favourable to the validity 
of the ‘‘ waiver clause,” at any rate where this discloses the nature of 
the contracts the disclosure of which is to be taken to be waived. 
“It is desirable,” we are told (p. 29), ‘‘not only that a director 
should have business experience, but that he also should be able to 
give sufficient time to his duties and be fairly conversant with the 

rinciples of company law so far as they apply to a going company.” 

Siete who wish to bring themselves up to this very le 

standard cannot do better than take the present work as their guide, 

and to lawyers concerned with company matters we can also re 
commend it. 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN KNIGHT AND THE TABERNACLE 
PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY—No. 1, 15th May. 


Buiiprxe Society —ARBITRATION—POWER TO COMPEL ARBITRATORS TO STATE 
A Case—Bvuripine Socretres Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 42), s. 36— 
Axurrration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), ss. 19, 24. 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Wills and 
Vaughan Williams, JJ., ante, p. 262). A dispute having arisen between 
one Knight and the Tabernacle Permanent Benefit Building Society, 
of which he was a member, a reference was made to arbitration 
pursuant to the rules of the society. During the progress of the 
arbitration Knight appli to the arbitrators to state a 
case upon a question of law for the opinion of the court. The 
arbitrators refused, and Knight then obtained from A. L. Smith, J., 
at chambers, an order under section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, 
directing them to state a case. The society led, and the Divisional 
Court set aside the order, on the d that section of the Arbitration 
Act was inconsistent with section 36 of the Building Societies Act, 1874, 
and that, therefore, its application was excluded by section 24 of the later 
Act. From this judgment Knight appealed. By section 36 of the Build- 
ing Societies Act, 1874, ‘ determination by the arbitrators . . . 
shall be binding and conclusive -on all parties, and shall be final to all 
intents and purposes, and shall not be subject to appeal, and shall not be 
removed or removable into any court of law, or restrained or restrainable - 
by the injunction of any court of equity : provided always that the arbitra- 
tors . . . may at the request of either party state a case for the 
opinion of the Supreme Court of Judicature on any question of law.” By 
section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, “any referee, arbitrator, or 
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um may, at any stage of the proceedings, under a reference, and 

, if so directed by the court or a judge, state in the form of a special 
case for the opinion of the court any question of law arising in the course 
of the reference.’’ By section 24, ‘‘ this Act shall apply to every arbitra- 
tion under any Act passed before or after the commencement of this Act 
as if the arbitration were pursuant to a submission except in so far as this 
Act is inconsistent with the Act regulating the arbitration, or with any 
rules or procedure authorized or recognized by that Act.’’ 

Tue Cocrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), having taken 
time to consider the question, allowed the appeal and restored the order of 
A. L. Smith, J. Lord Esurr, M.R., said that he did not think the Acts 
were inconsistent. The determination of the point raised by the special 
case was in the course of the reference, and was by way of instruction to 
the arbitrator, and not by way of appeal. It, therefore, in no way 
detracted from the finality of their ultimate award. Fry, L.J., said that 
the Arbitration Act provided a code for the procedure in arbitrations which 
was intended to apply wherever the provisions of the Act were not 
absolutely inconsistent with the earlier Act. Of course, in one sense, the 
obligation to state a case in the Arbitration Act was inconsistent with the 
absence of that obligation in the Building Societies Act, but that was not 
the kind of inconsistency meant in section 24. The inconsistency must be 
such that the effect of imposing the provisions of the Arbitration Act 
would be to make the machinery of the earlier Act entirely unworkable. 
Here there was no such inconsistency. The earlier Act contained an 
express proviso permitting the arbitrators to state a case on the application 
of either party, and all that the Arbitration Act did was to enable the 
court to compel them to do so. The stating of the special case and the 
determination of the point of law by the court in no way affected the 
finality of the award.—Covunser, 7. 7. Fillan; Macoun. Soxicrrors, 
Hatchett, Jones, § Co.; J. R. Pakeman. 


DOBSON v. FESTI, RASINI, & CO.—No. 2, 14th May. 


Practrice—Service or Writ—Foreicn Partnersuie Firm—R. 8. C., 
Rikng Ws eRsy By % 45 


In this case a question arose as to the validity of the service of notice of 
the writ on the defendants, who were a foreign firm. The appeal was 
from a decision of a divisional court (Cave and Grantham, JJ.), affirming 
a decision cf Denman, J., refusing leave to the plaintiffs to sign judgment 
against a foreign firm in default of appearance. The defendants were an 
Italian firm, carrying on business at Bergamo, in Italy. They were sued 
in the firm name. The firm consisted of ten members, of whom two, 
Francesco Turati and the Banca Generale of Rome, were themselves firms. 
Messrs. Festi and Rasini were the managing partners, and their liability was 
unlimited ; the liability of the other partners was limited to the amount of 
the capital subscribed by them. The firm had no place of business, no 
manager, and no property in England. The writ was a specially indorsed 
writ for £3,151, claimed to be due on a contract. Leave to serve notice of 
the writ out of the jurisdiction, under ord. 11, r. 1, was obtained from 
A. L. Smith, J., at chambers, and it was served personally on Rasini, one 
of the managing partners, in Italy. No appearance was entered on behalf 
of the defendants, but Denman, J., at chambers, and the Divisional Court 
declined to allow judgment in default of appearance to be entered by the 
er mp on the ground that the defendants had not been properly served. 

y rule 6 of order 9, ‘‘ Where persons are sued in the name of their firm, 
the writ shall be served either upon any one or more of the partners, or at 
the principal place within the jurisdiction of the partnership, upon any 

having at the time of service the control or management of the 
partnership business there ; and subject to these rules such service shall be 
deemed gocd service upon the firm.’’ By rule 7 of order 11, ‘‘ Notice in 
lieu of service shall be given in the manner in which writs of summons are 
served.”” On behalf of the plaintiffs it was argued that service on one 
partner of notice of a writ against a foreign firm was good service on the 
firm. Russell v. Cambefort (23 Q. B. D. 526) and Western National Bank of 
New York vy. Perez Triana Co. (1891, 1 Q. B. 304) were referred to. 


Tue Court (Lixpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Lrsvizy, L.J., was of opinion that rule 6 of order 9 had no application, 
unless the foreign firm chose to appear and give the court jurisdiction. 
That was the view of the court in Russell v. Cambefort and Western National 
Bank of New York ¥. Perez Triana § Co. Those cases, it was said, were 
distinguishable from the present, because in them no leave had been given, 
under order 11, to proceed against the foreign firm. That difference did 
not assist the plaintiffs, unless the defendants chose to appear. The court 
had no jurisdiction whatever over a foreign firm apart from the Judicature 
Act, and it was not the intention of the rules to extend the jurisdiction of 
the court. To hold that ord. 9, r. 6, applied to the case of a foreign firm 
would be to put upon that rule a construction which might be justified by 
its lan , but which was not warranted by the principles of inter- 

i law. It would be monstrous to allow a plaintiff to obtain judg- 
ment against a foreign firm by serving one of the partners with notice of 
the writ when the firm had no place of business, no manager, and no pro- 
perty in England. Loves, L.J., concurred. Kay, L.J., said that in 
Russell ¥. Cambefort the foreign firm had a place of business in England and 
a manager in England, but the breach of contract for which the action was 
brought was not committed in England, and there was no jurisdiction in 
zener of the actual cause of action. But the language of Cotton, L.J., 
in case clearly shewed that the ground of the decision was, not that 
the cause of action did not give the court jurisdiction, but that rule 6 of 
order 9 did not apply to a foreign firm at all: and the decision was so 
treated in Western National Bank of New York v. Perez Triana & Co. rule 
6 of order 9 did not apply to foreign firms, order 11 could not alter its 
construction.—Counse., Loechnis. Sorsctrons, Roweliffes, Rawle, & Co., for 
Fullagar & Hulton, Bolton. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re YATES, BOSTOCK v. D'EYNCOURT—North, J., 13th May. 


Witt—Construction—Joint Tenancy on Tenancy 1x Common—Worps 
or SEVERANCE. 


The question in this case was, whether the issue of deceased children of 
a testator, who in a gift to his children were substituted for their parents, 
took inter se as joint tenants or as tenantsincommon. The testator, by 
his will, devised some real estate to his trustees in fee, upon certain trusts 
during the lives of his sons and daughters, and the survivors and survivor 
of them. And from and after the decease of the survivor of his sons and 
daughters, or during the lives or life of all or any with their concurrence, 
upon trust to sell the property, and to stand possessed of the proceeds of 
sale ‘‘ upon trust for all and every my said suns and daughters who shall 
be then living, and the issue of any then dead (such issue standing in 
loco parentis), share and share alike.’’ The last survivor of the testator’s 
children died in 1877. The trustees did not sell the property until 1890. 
The testator had six children, four of whom died without issue. The 
other two left children, but some of these grandchildren of the testator 
had died before the sale of the property, and the question, therefore, 
arose, whether the grandchildren took inter se as tenants in common or as 
joint tenants, for, if they took as joint tenants, the grandchildren who 
died before the sale would be excluded. Shepherdson v. Dale (12 Jur. N. 8. 
156) was relied on as an authority in favour of a tenancy in common. 

Nortn, J., held that the grandchildren took inter se as joint tenants. 
It had been contended that the primary intention of the testator was that 
the trustees should sell the property after the death of the survivor 
of his sons and daughters, and that there was only a secondary 
intention that it should be sold during the lives of the children or some or 
one of them. His lordship was unable to draw any such distinction. 
The testator contemplated that the property would be sold while there 
were one or more sons or daughters living. He evidently thought that 
some of his sons and daughters would be then living and that some would 
be dead. The clause would no doubt apply to the case of their being all 
dead. The class to take consisted of sons and daughters then living, and 
the issue of sons and daughters who were then dead, and the issue were to 
stand in the place of their parents—that is, to stand where the parent 
would have stood if he had been then living. The class would take as 
joint tenants but for the words ‘‘ share and share alike.’’? There were no 
words of severance addressed to the case of issue of a deceased son or 
daughter. The case of Shepherdson vy. Dale was an authority in favour of 
a tenancy in common between the issue of a deceased child, and his lord- 
ship would have followed it if there had been no authority to the contrary. 
But there were a great many authorities, such as Penny v. Clark (1 De G. F. & 
J. 425) and Heasman v. Pearse (Li. R. 7 Ch. 275, 660), to the contrary. In 
other cases in which it had been held that there was a tenancy in common 
between the issue of deceased children the words of severance had been 
repeated. In the present case there were no words of severance between 
the children of a deceased child.—Counset, Leonard Field ; Cozens- Hardy, 
Q.C., and Davenport; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Ingpen; Everitt, Q.C., 
and Hume; G. Williamson. Soutcrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Hopgood § 
Dowson; G. L. P. Eyre § Co. ; Williamson, Hiil, § Co. 


Re WILKS, CHILD v. BULMER—Stirling, J., 14th May. 


Jomnt Tenancy—Severance—Founp 1x Court—Summons ror PAYMENT 
ovuT—ADJOURNMENT—SURVIVORSHIP. 


On the 19th of March, 1890, W. Child, an infant plaintiff in an action 
of Child v. Bulmer, in which a fund had been carried over to the separate 
account of ‘‘ the infant plaintiffs as joint tenants#’ attained the age of 
twenty-one. W. Child, on the following day, requested his father to take 
the necessary steps to have the fund paid out of court. Solicitors were 
instructed, who instructed their London agent to apply without delay for 
payment out of the fund. At that time a summons was pending for 
payment out of money standing to another separate account; and on the 
21st of March, 1890, leave was obtained to amend this summons by 
adding an application for the payment to W. Child of one-third of the 
fund. The summons, as amended, was made returnable for the 28th of 
March, but on that day, though all parties attended, having filed the full 
evidence required, the summons was not reached, and stood adjourned 
till the 22nd of April. W. Child died on the 2nd of April. On the 
hearing of the summons no order was made as to the fund now in question. 
W. Child’s father, having taken out letters of administration to him, 
applied for payment to himself of the one-third of the fund. The ques- 
tion now arose whether the acts of W. Child amounted to a severance of 
the joint tenancy between himself and the other plaintiffs, who were still 
infants. 

Srreiine, J., held that the act of a ase" tenant which amounted to a 
severance must be such as to preclude him from claiming by survivorship 
any interest in the subject-matter of the joint tenancy. A)l that had been 
done by W. Child was to take out a summons for payment of one-third of 
the fund to himself; but no order had been made, so W. Child was com- 
pate master of the proceedings, and was at liberty, if he thought fit, to 

iscontinue them at any moment. If one of the infant co-plaintiffs had 
died after the 28th of March, W. Child would have been able to obtain 
leave to amend his summons by asking for payment to himself of a moiety 
instead of one-third, or could have abandoned that summons and issued a 
fresh one. If an order had been made on the summons, the position 
would have been different, for W. Child would no longer have been able 
to abandon the summons as of right, or to amend it. It was not necessary 
to decide the point, but he would then seem to have carried his acts to 
such a point as to preclude him from claiming any further right by sur- 
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yivorship. His lordship referred to Partriche v. Poulett (2 Atk. 54), Perkins 
vy. Baynton (1 Bro. C. C. 118), Williams v. Hensman (1 J. & H. 546), Wilson 
vy. Bell (5 L. R. Ir. Eq. 501), and Turner v. London and South-Western Rail- 
way Co.(L. R. 17 Eq. 561), pointing out that the last case was distinguish- 
able, as there there had been a hearing, but no judgment, and said that 
the order made on the summons pending on the 28th of March did not 
extend to the fund in question, and that, in his opinion, nothing had 
happened to prevent the surviving — from asserting their title by 
survivorship. Application dismissed.—CounsgL, G. Hastings, Q.C., and B. 
Eyre; Methold. Soxtcrtors, Jaques § Co. ; Roweliffe § Co. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


METROPOLITAN RAILWAY CO. v. FOWLER—1l4th May. 


Revenvug — Lanp Tax — Ramway Company — LIasBILity IN RESPECT OF 
Tunnet—38 Geo. 3, c. 5, s. 4—42 & 43 Vicr. c. ccr., ss. 2, 16, 17. 


The question raised in this special case was whether a railway company 
was liable to be assessed to land tax in respect of a tunnel running under 
a public road in the City of London. 38 Geo. 3, c. 5,8. 4, enacts that 
“all and every manors, messuages, lands, and tenements, and also all 
quarries, mines, &c., and all fishings, tithes, tolls, annuities, and all 
other yearly profits, and all hereditaments of what nature or kind soever ’’ 
shall be charged with land tax. The Metropolitan and District Railways 
Act, 1879, gives power to the companies to execute certain works, and to 
enter upon and use such of the lands delineated on certain plans as 
might be required for that purpose. Section 16 provides that, with respect 
to lands which are under the roadway or footway of any street, ‘‘ the two 
companies shall not be required wholly to take those lands or any part of 
the surface thereof, but may appropriate and use the subsoil and 
undersurface of any such roadway or footway.’’ Section 17 refers to the 
preceding section as ‘‘ authorizing the two companies ta acquire ease- 
ments only under roads, &c.”” Section 2 incorporates the Land Clauses 
Consolidation Acts, 1845, 1860, and 1869, and the Railways Clanses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, except where expressly varied. In pursuance of 
their powers the plaintiff company made a tunnel under a roadway in the 
City of London. They did not purchase, nor except whilst making the 
tunnel, take or use any portion of the surface of the roadway. They 
made the tunnel by excavating the soil and building a brick arch which 
enclosed the railway. They were assessed to land tax in respect of the 
tunnel, and on their refusal to pay the amount of the assessment a dis- 
tress was levied upon their goods by the authority of the Land Tax 
Commissioners. This action was brought claiming damages for wrongful 
distress. The case was argued on January 26, when the court reserved 
judgment. The following written judgments were now delivered :— 

VavucHan Wituiams, J.—The question in this case is whether the 
Metropolitan Railway Co. are liable to be assessed towards the payment 
of land tax in ~~ of the portion of their railway described in the 
assessment under the circumstances set forth in the case. The validity of 
the present assessment depends on the 4th section of the statute 38 Geo. 
3, c. 5, whereby it is enacted that all bodies corporate having or 
holding any lands and tenements shall be charged to the land tax. 
The first question is, therefore, do the railway company have or 
hold any lands or hereditaments by reason of their appropriation and 
user, under the powers of their special Act, of the subsoil and under- 
surface of the railway? It appears by section 17 of the special Act 
that what the company acquire by this appropriation and user is an 
easement only under the road. Now, it seems to me that, according 
to the judgment of Lord Campbell in Chelsea Waterworks Co. v. Bowley 
(17 Q. B. 358), an easement is not a hereditament within the mean- 
ing of 38 Geo. 3, c. 5. It is quite true that in the Chelsea Waterworks 
case the easement was very different in many respects from the easement 
in the present case, but Lord Campbell, in his judgment, does not deal 
with the particular easement conferred by the special Act on the water 
company, but with easements generally. He seems to me to say that the 
Land Tax Acts, in speaking of lands and hereditaments, contemplate pro- 
perty to be let by a landlord to a tenant; and goes on to say that the 
company are not the owners of the land where the pipes lie, nor are they 
the tenants of the land. It is to be observed that Lord Campbell is here 
dealing with the attempt to assess the water company as occupiers of 
land by reason of their user of the land under their easement, and he reads 
section 4 as dealing first with manors, messuages, lands, and tenements, 
and then with hereditaments of what nature or kind soever they be—i.e., 
hereditaments other than land, which has already been dealt with in the 
former part of the section—e.g., tolls granted by an Act of Parliament : 
see Charing-cross Bridge Co. v. Mitchell (4 BE. & B. 549). And when, in a 
former part of his judgment, Lord Campbell speaks of the right of the 
water company as a right “‘in the nature ofan easement, and neither 
land nor hereditament,’’ he did not, as Sir H. Davey in his argument 
suggested, speak in ignorance that an easement in gross was or might be 
a hereditament, but merely asserted that an easement was not land within 
the former part of the section or a hereditament within the latter . 
It seems to me that Lord Campbell’s construction of the section is Tent, 
because if the catalogue is looked at beginning “and also all quarries, 
mines, &c.,” it is plain that these words are introduced into the section 
to prevent in the enumerated cases any argument that the taxation of 
the mine would involve a double land tax on the same piece of land. 
Whereas, if the word ‘‘ hereditaments”"’ is intended to cover any possible 
grant of an assignable right to use land—e.g., of a mining sett, or of the 
ee i enter and work mines within a given area and take away the 
minerals there found—the enumeration of mines in the catalogue would 


disregarding the natural meaning of the words of the 16th and 17th sec- 
tions of the company’s special Act, one treats the — of the company as 
aright to the underground land itself, because land is primé facie 
assessable to the land tax in respect of the surface, and one would, if one 
held the underground land assessable, be imposing a double tax 
on land in a case not falling within the enumeration in the sec- 
tion. In my opinion, however, no part of the land has passed 
to the company; and a vid I think that the plain- 
tiff company are not lia tax. 
Cave, J.—In this case I am of opinion that our a should be for 
the defendant. The question is whether the plaintiff company is liable 
for land tax on a of their line constructed under a public road under 
the anthority of their Act. The Act gives them power to purchase, take, 
and use land for a tunnel under private property, and also to appropriate 
and use the land in question which is under a street for the same purpose. 
The plaintiffs contend that their Act gives them an easement only through 
the land in question, and that on the authortiy of Chelsea Waterworks Co. v. 
Bowley, they are not liable to pay land tax on such an easement. I am of 
opinion, however, that the effect of the Act is to give them a legal interest 
as owners of so much of the soil under the road as is uired for the 
formation of the tunnel. It is admitted that they are liable for land tax in 
respect of so much of their line as passes under land the surface of which 
is occupied by private individuals; and I think the Act gives them the 
same interest in the tunnel under the road as they have in the other parts 
of the tunnel. I cannot see what rights there are which are reserved to 
the owner of the soil under the roadway, and which are taken away from 
the owners of the soil under which the other portions of the railway are 
made. Ownership is a convenient name for a bundle of undefined rights 
comprising all the rights which a subject may exercise over land. When 
these rights are separated and divided among different persons, the person 
who has some special right allotted to him is said to have an easement, 
while the person who retains the residue of the bundle of rights is said 
to be the owner of the land subject to the easement. In this case, what 
rights has the owner of the soil under the roadway over the brick tunnel 
and the space therein included? I am unable to see that he has any. 
He could not, I think, use the tunnel for any purpose, whether consistent 
or inconsistent with the use of it as a railway. He could not, I think, 
get access to the interior of the tunnel by boring through the wall from 
his adjoining land, nor when he had so bored could he let the use of the 
inside of the wall, for instance, to other people for the paw of affixing 
advertisements to the wall of the tunnel, although such a user might be 
consistent with the use of the tunnel by the railway company for the 
purpose of passing their trains through it. It is true that if minerals 
were discovered under the tunnel he might, subject to the obligation of 
not letting down the roadway, work and get those minerals if the railway 
company, on proper notice being given them, refused to purchase the 
minerals, but that right the owners of the subsoil enjoy with respect to 
every part of the company’s line. If the company elected to buy the 
minerals they would become the owners of them, and it would be a sirange 
position if they could become the owners of the minerals which supported 
the tunnel and yet not the owners of the tunnel supported. Counsel for 
the plaintiffs relied mainly on the of section 17 of 
the company’s Act of 1879, in which the section authorizing the company 
to appropriate and use the subsoil and un of any roadway is 
spoken of as the section authorizing the company to acquire easements 
only under roads, &c. Now the right in question is certainly not an ease- 
ment in the strict sense of that term; and, as'I think that the Legislature 
intended to give the company an exclusive right to the use of the tunnel, the 
word easement must be taken to refer to the kind of user by the company 
which the Legislature had mainly in contemplation, and not to qualify 
the right of the company to an exclusive user. Even assuming that the 
company has an easement only through the tunnel and nothing more, the 
case of the Chelsea Waterworks is distinguishable, for the court there 
held that under the peculiar phraseology of that Act the company had no 
legal interest in the soil in which their pipes were laid (see per Lord 
Campbell in Reg. v. East London Waterworks Co. (18 Q. B. 705, at 
716) ), and even so they found a difficulty in distinguishing the cases in 
which it has been held that water companies are rateable to the relief of 
the poor as occupiers of the soil in which their pipes are laid. Moreover, 
in Chelsea Waterworks Co. v. Bowley the court referred to the inapplicability 
of the clauses for the redemption of the land tax to an occupation which 
they regarded as essentially of a temporary character. Here no such 
difficulty exists, as the tunnel is of a permanent character, and the possi- 
bility that it night cease to be used for railway } any. weve would only affect 
its value for the purposes of contribution to share of the land tax 
apportioned on the parish in which it exists. In Chelsea Waterworks Co. v. 
Bowley the right possessed by the com: was said by the court to be a 
right in the nature of an easement, an rently they regarded it as less 
than an easement, or as Lord Campbell said in Reg. v. Bast London Water- 
works Co., it was a right giving the company ‘‘ no interest in the land. 
Here the right, if it 3 to be said to be in the nature of an easement, seems 
to be greater than an easement as giving the company more extensive 
rights of user by themselves, and of interference with the user by the 
owner of the surrounding land, than a mere easement would give. More- 
over, the court in Chelsea Waterworks Co. v. Bowley nowhere laid it down 
that an easement is not a La yg eos ee thet Act, — ~~ that re 
ight there given was of such a temporary c ras not to amoun 
on titenest te Ges land. In this case I come to the conclusion that the 
company are assessable to the land tax, on the ground that their Act gives 
them some’ , Which, however it be described arly, cannot in 
law be di from the o p of the soil v is occupied by 
their tunnel, and consequently that the ratio decidendi of the Chelsea Water- 
works case does not apply. Vavenan Wriuiams, J., as junior judge, 





have been ynnecessary, The same argument seems to me to apply even if, 
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withdrew his judgment, the result being judgment for the defendant. 
Stay granted, pending appeal.—Covunset, Balfour Browne, Q.C., and 
Lawson Walton, Q.C.; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Scrutton. Sottcrrors, 
Fowler, Perks, Hopkinson, § Co. ; H. R. T. Alexander. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


LIVERPOOL BOARD OF LEGAL STUDIES. 


The annual meeting of the board was held on the 13th inst., Mr. F. Archer 
(president of the Liverpool Law Society) in the chair. The report shewed 
that the three courses of lectures on conveyancing, common law, and 
equity had been well attended, and that excellent work had been done by 
the students. The evening lectures on company law and charter-parties 
and bills of. lading had likewise been productive of good results. The 
financial condition of the board continued satisfactory, there being a credit 
balance of £87 2s. 3d., of which £6 16s. 6d. belonged to the prize fund. 
Before moving the adoption of the report, Mr. Archer expressed his regret 
at the absence through illness of their chairman, Mr. W. A. Jevons, who 
continued to take a very lively interest in the welfare of the board. The 
hon. secretary mentioned that letters had been received from Vice-Chan- 
cellor Sir Henry Fox Bristowe, Q.C.; from Mr. W. J. Stewart, the 
stipendiary magistrate ; from Mr. Thornely, Mr. Seaton, and Mr. Bell- 
ringer, who regretted that they were unable to be present. 

The chairman proposed the adoption of the report, and said he hoped 
that next year there would be a larger attendance at the various courses. 
Professor M’Cunn seconded the motion, and remarked that there was no 
section of the community with which University College was more anxious 
to establish intimate relations than the legal profession of the city. He 
considered that the Board of Legal Studies was placing legal education in 
Liverpool on a thorougly sound foundation. 

Mr. i Paget was sorry to see so small a number of gentlemen 
present at the examinations as compared with the average attendance at 
the lectures 


Mr. Cleaver stated that whatever assistance might be needed to en- 
courage and promote the success of that board it would be cheerfully given 
by the law society. 

Mr. Copinger said it was with much pleasure that he noticed the interest 
that was displayed in the work of that board by the older members of the 
legal profession. 

The report was adopted, and the chairman afterwards presented the 
prizes to Mr. G. M. Magee, who was first in the first and second courses; 
to Mr. J. W. Badger, who was first in the third course; and to Mr. W. 
G , who was awarded a special prize. 

On the motion of Mr. Style, seconded by Mr. Bromfield, Mr. Archer was 
thanked for his services in the chair. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Honours Examination. 
April, 1891. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tion :— 

Frrst Crass. 
{In Order of Merit.] 

Henry Johnston, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Watkins 
Jobnston, of Stockport ; and Messrs. Andrew Wood & Co., of London. 

George Henry Daniell, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Septimus Warmington; and Mr. Edward Thomas Hargreaves, both of 


Arthur Sansome Preston, who served his clerkship with Mr. Montague 
Haslam Stow, of London. 
Henry Gowland Rowley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Williaw. 
Russell Law, of London. 
Seconp Crass. 


[In Alphabetical Order.] 
Charles Romanes Coleridge Clutterbuck, who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Edward Arthur Bonnor Maurice, of London. 
William Lockwood, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Fe are Driffield, of the firm of Messrs. H. W. Collins, Robinson, & Co., 
John Amery Parkes, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward William 
Parkes, and Messrs. Hamlin, Grammer, & Hamlin, both of London. 
Thorpe Wilson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Younge, Wilson, & Co., of Sheffield. 


Tutrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 
Edward Cotton Byrne, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Collins, of Liv ; 
Brian Newell , who served his clerkship with Mr. John Whitham, 


of Ripon; and Mesérs. Williamson, Hill, & Co., of London. 
eee Robinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 


pk’ Jervis feddon, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 


Cousins, of Portsmouth ; and Messrs. Rowcliffe, Rawle, & Co., of London. 

Harold James Sedgwick, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
pom ee Eddison, of Leeds; and Messrs. Richard Smith & Sons, of 
London. 

Henry Seely, who served his clerkship with Mr, Thomas Charles Bourne, 
of Lincoln, and Messrs. Patterson & Co., of London. 

Harry Faulkener Simpson, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Mallam, of Oxford ; and Messrs. Speechley, Mumford, & Co., of London. 

Joshua Owen Steed, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Fisher 
-& Steed, of Long Melford ; and Messrs. Black & Fisher, of London. 

Frank Stuttaford, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Jackson, of 
the firm of Messrs. Torr, Janeways, Gribble, & Oddie, of London. 

Frank Stuart Thirlby, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Henry 
Powell, of Derby. 

Robert Percival Wood, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Ostell, 
of Carlisle ; and Messrs. Maples, Teesdale, & Co. of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Johnston—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Daniell—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas. 

To Mr. Preston—Prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 
5 guineas. 

To Mr. Rowley—Prize of the Incorporated Law Society—-value 5 
guineas. 

To Mr. Parkes—‘‘ The John Mackrell Prize ’’—value about £12 10s. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Forty-six candidates gave notice for the examination. 





Mr. Henry Jounston, who is placed first in the above honours list, was 
articled on the 10th of May, 1886, after passing the Cambridge Local 
Examination, to Mr. John Watkins Johnston, of Stockport, and he 
subsequently spent a portion of his term with Messrs. Andrew Wood & 
Co., of London. The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have 
awarded to him the prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn, 
value ten guineas, and the Daniel Reardon Prize, value twenty-five guineas. 


Mr. Grorce Henry Dantett, who is placed second in the above 
honours list, after having passed the Cambridge Local Examination was 
articled on the 18th of March, 1886, to Mr. George Septimus Warmington, 
and afterwards to Mr. Edward Thomas Hargreaves, both of London. 
The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have awarded to Mr. Daniell 
the prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn, which at this 
examination amounts to ten guineas. 

Mr. Artuur Sansome Preston was articled on the 9th of March, 1887, 
after having passed the London University Matriculation Examination, 
to Mr. Montague Haslam Stow, of London. The Council of the Incorpo- 
rated Law Society have awarded to Mr. Preston the prize of the 
Honourable Society of New-inn, value five guineas. | 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


ORDER OF RE-TRANSFER. 
Orver or Court. 
Thursday, the 14th day of May, 1891. 

Whereas, by an order, dated the 28th day of April, 1891, it was, pur- 
suant to the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1884, section 5, ordered 
that the several causes set forth in the schedules thereto should be assigned 
to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams for the purpose of hear- 
ing the same or any application therein, and whereas it is expedient that 
the re-transfer hereinafter directed should be made ; I, the Right Honour- 
able Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do therefore order that the several causes set forth in the schedules 
hereto be re-transférred from Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams to Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich, 
and be marked in the Cause Books accordingly. And this order is to be 
drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
The Marquis of Bute v The Barry Docks and Ry Co 1890 B 1,535 Feb 23 


Green v att 1890 G 799 March 13 
Layton v The Patent Lithographic Zinc Plate Co, ld 1890 L 2,165 


March 26 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norrtu. 
Douglas v Gerald & Co,ld 1890 D 2,029 Jan 23 
Attorney-General v Vestry of St James and St John, Clerkenwell 1890 
A 1,159 Feb 25 
Chowden Fils v Lago 1890 C 4,098 March 20 
THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srmutnca. 
Earl de la Warr vy King 1890 D 1,776 Jan 29 
Fearnley v Clydesdale ,ld 1890 F 1,799 Feb 17 


Nelson v Worssam 1890 N 1,298 March 19 
Everitt v Automatic Photograph Co,1d 1890 E 586 April 8 
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FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
The Edison and Swan United Electric Light Co, 1d v Woohouse & Rawson 
United, 1d 1890 E 426 Jan 24 
Jahncke v R Bell & Co,1d 1889 J 1,011 March 6 
Nettlefolds, ld v Reynolds 1890 N 15 March 16 
Nettlefolds, ld v Reynolds 1890 N 809 March 16 
Lane-Fox v Kensington & Knightsbridge Electric Lighting Co 1590 L 
2,713 March 25 
Kearney v Blake 1890 K 487 April 4 
The Cellular Clothing Co, 1d v Marsh 1890 C 2,048 April 18 
Hampton Wick Local Board v Southwark & Vauxhall Water Co 1891 H 
72 April 20 
Haussvry, C. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Cuartes Howarp Austin, M.A., solicitor, of 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, 
Chancery-lane, E.C., has been appointed a a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Austin was admitted a solicitor in May, 1885. 


Mr. Wma. Srtverwoop Corz, M.A. Oxon., of 150, Leadenhall-street, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths for the Examination of 
Witnesses in England for the Supreme Court of the Straits Settlements, 
and for taking Acknowledgments of Married Women in respect of Property 
in the Straits Settlements. Mr. Cope was admitted a solicitor in January, 
1887. 

Mr. Joun ALExANpER Fraser, colicitor, of 79, Lombard-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fraser was admitted a 
solicitor in October, 1884. 


Mr. Ernest Letcu Granor, M.A., LL.M. Camb., solicitor (of the firm 
of Grange & Wintringham), of Great Grimsby, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Grange was admitted a solicitor in March, 
1884. 


Mr. Grorce Jonn Hunt ey, solicitor (of the firm of Saffery, Huntley, 
& Son), of Bank Chambers, Tooley-street, Southwark, 8.E., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Huntley was admitted a solicitor 
in Febuary, 1884. 


Mr. Ricuarp Jenxrys, solicitor (of the firm of R. & C. B. Jenkins), of 
Swansea, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jenkins was 
admitted a solicitor in February, 1885. 


Mr. Murray Jounson, B.A. Trin. Coll. Camb., solicitor (of the firm of 
Budd, Johnsons, & Jecks), of 24, Austin Friars, E.C., has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Johnson was admitted a solicitor in July, 
1876. 


Mr. Ricnarp Brincwater Jouns, solicitor (of the firm of Shelly & 
Johns), of Plymouth, has been 8 a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Johns was admitted a solicitor in February, 1885. Mr. Johns is joint hon. 
sec. to the Plymouth Law Society. 


Mr. Wm. Moss, solicitor, of Norwich, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner-for Oaths. Mr. Moss was admitted a solicitor in March, 1885. 


Mr. Josgru Sipney Merron, solicitor, of 27, Chancery-lane, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Merton was admitted a 
solicitor in February, 1885. 


Mr. Josepn Samvet. Rvunisrer, solicitor (of the firm of Le 7 
Rubinstein, & Co.), of 5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for the Colony of Tasmania. Mr. Rubinstein 
= admitted a solicitor in August, 1876. He is a commissioner for oaths, 

a pe commissioner, commissioner for oaths and deeds for New 
Zealand, commissioner for oaths for South Australia, commissioner for 
Fiji, commissioner for the Gold Coast Colony, commissioner for the 
Bahamas, and commissioner for the Leeward Islands. 


Mr. Atrrep Renvie Tuomas, solicitor, of Helston, has been appointed 
: Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thomas was admitted a solicitor in J uly, 
883. 


Mr. Grorck Henry Wurrr, solicitor, of om has been appointed 
a Sa for Oaths. Mr. White was itted a solicitor in Sep- 
tember, 1885 


The undermentioned gentlemen have been elected Benchers of the 
Honourable er of Gray’s-inn.—His Honour Jupcr Parsrson ; and 
Messrs. Epwarp Henry Powrr, J.P.; James Muiuiean (of the Equity 
Bar) ; Mrugs Waker Martinson, M. P.. Recorder of Blackburn ; and J. C. 
Lewis Cowarp, Recorder of Folkestone, 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrion. 


Samugt Home and Ortver Joun Wii1taMs, solicitors (Home & Williams), 
Swansea and Llanelly. April 1. [ Gazette, May 15. 





GENERAL. 
North Carolina, says the Albany Law Journal = a famous State for 
-_ ints of disturbance of religious worshi of nuisance caused by 
Two very recent cases reiterate 8 sensitiveness. In State v. 


ng. 
Kirby the jury specially found that defendant engaged in a fight near 4 


church d — that someone announced that fact in 
the church, whereupon the ran out; and that the congre- 
gation, while ot quilts of dats could not hear the fight. Held, that 

en was no’ disturbing p' UL worship. State v. Roseman 
it was held that a fine of 100dols. isnot excessive, where it ee camel 
> risoner having refused to stop her singing, which y annoyed 
= a he severely and waaity task ber with a 
omni ip. 


The following are the arrangements made by the judges of the Queen’s 


Bench Division for holding their courts during the Trinity 
| Sittings, viz. ss renee Cones EE ig ey Oe ree ee will be 
formed of Justices Denman and Wills, the second will consist of Mr. 
Baron Pollock and Mr. Justice Hawkins, and the third of Justices sous he 


and Charles. Eight judges have been selected to try and common 
and non-jury causes, as follows:—Lord Chief J Coleridge, and 
Justices Mathew, Day, A. L. Smith, Grantham, Vaughan Williams, Law- 
rance, and Wright. As, however, Mr. Justice’ Williams will sit and try 
chancery cases for at least a month, there will only be seven courts consti- 
tuted to try actions. Mr. Justice Henn Collins will be the judge in 
attendance at chambers. 


The following are the arrangements for hearing probate and matri- 
monial causes d the ensuing Trinity Si viz., causes for 
before the court itself will be taken from Monday, the 8th, to Monday, the 
29th of June, both days inclusive—(1) defended matrimonial, (2) Baye was 
and (3) undefended matrimonial. Special jury cases will be taken from 
Wednesday, the Ist, to Monday, the 20th of July, both days inclusive, 
probate causes first and matrimonial afterwards. Common jury causes 
will be taken on and after Wednesday, the 22nd of July, nln. being 
taken first and matrimonial after. Notices of any alteration and further 
information will be inserted in the daily lists from time to time: Sum- 
monses will be heard in chambers at 10.15, and motions will be heard in 
court at 11.30 on Tuesday next and on every succeeding Tuesday during 
the sittings. 

On the 13th inst. Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, in the course of a case 
which related to the ownership of a party wall, but was of no —— in- 
terest, with regard to costs, said he had tried in the course of the last 
three or four days several cases like that being tried, in which the sub: 
matter of dispute was settled at an early period of the litigation, and 
a question had arisen as to who should pay the costs. In the case of 
Harrison v. Southwark .and Vauxhall Waterworks Co. there was a 
try but the question as to who should pay the costs. That case took 
days, admittedly for that special purpose, to consider costs. The learned 
judge would seek for some advice from those who knew more than he did 
about such matters — in chancery actions, and try to get the practice, 
which was wicked, alte: 








The Bank of England are authorized to receive tenders for £2,500,000 
Queensland Government £3 10s. per cent. Inscribed Stock, repayable at 
on the Ist of July, 1930. The books of the stock will be kept at the 
Bank of England, w: ere all assignments and transfers will be made. 
Dividend warrants will be transmitted by post if desired. The loan is to 
discharge the debentures issued under the Government Loan Act of 1866, 
falling due on the Ist of oy 1891—£1,170,950; and for railways, har 
bours, and rivers, loans to local bodies, &c. We are informed by the 
Agent-General for Queensland th that the statement of revenue and expendi- 
ture of the colony for the nine months from the Ist of July, 1890, to the 
= of March last shews—increase in revenue, £115,705 ; decrease in 
ae £52,750, the improvement in revenue being specially netice- 
e in the last three months. 
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Tuesday...... taken on days to be ap) fated te An County Palatine if] heard. Two f tes of th 
Wed. ......... 3| Q B final apps court, notice of which wit be publi “a pom yd and Chan Seal en proposed j v6 Bane oly a A left 
Thursday ... Bh ao% on the Daily Cause List. aes ie in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
Friday ....... te cy apps and Q B final Appgat Covrt, IT. oo 10 » Chan final apps day before the cause is to be put in the 
Saturday Final and interlocutory appeals from the Tuesday ... nib in the weeks when non-witness 


Ap ened oove ex pte—orgl 
— apps from o 


Monday .. made on interlocutory mots 
"ta Q B final apps if re- 

Tuesday...... 

Wed. ......... x0 Q B final apps 

Thursday ...11 


Friday ~~ tte apps and Q B final 


Saturday ...13. 
~ Be “mote ex pte—o “ 
m from o 
Monday [....15 ( made on Suieclecutery uote 
and Q B final apps if re- 


Friday ...... 19 Fe Bkcy apps and Q B final 


Saturday ...20... final apps 
(App motns ex pte—orgl 
\ — apps from o 
Monday ....22( made on interlocutory mots 
and QB final apps if re- 
quired 
Wed. ......... 24 at| Q B final apps 
Friday ...... 26 mr Bkey apps and Q B final 
Saturday ... 7a final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Monday ....29( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
Sg Sf 
“9 y a 
Thursday ... 2) ig al 
Friday ...... 3{ Bkey apps and Q B final 


a 

Saturday ... 4.0 B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 

{mots —apps from o 

Monday . made on interlocutory mots 
and lh B final appeals if 
\ required 

Worn al 

Se gi QB final a 
Thursday. 9) = 


Friday ...... 10 § Bkey apps and Q B final 


(or 
Saturday ...11...Q B final apps 
App motns = pte—orgl 
mots — apps from o 
Monday ....13 / made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 


Wel pas 15 mn final 
— + Q apps 


aa. eadsal ps Bkey apps and Q B final 


Saturday .. @B final apps 
(a cote ex pte—oi ‘ 
mots — apps from o: 
made on interlocutory snobs 
and a B final appeals if 


Saturday a. final apps 
gle motns ex pte—o rel 


mots — apps from o: 
Monday made on interlocutory mots 
(sd Q B final appeals if 
required 
wae” > QB final 
seceveees ap 
Thursday .. 30 § - 


Friday ......31) Bkey apps and Q B final 


Sat., Aug. 1...Q B final apps 
motns ex FF ogg 
mots — apps e - 
8 aaieaniiinteceme, mots 
and Q B final appeals if 
required 


pew... ¢ 4 

lb, Snoseocce B final 

Thursday ... 6 sla #Pps 

Friday ...... o} Sy ogee ond C B tent 


Saturday ... 8...Q B final apps 
App motns ex ai 
0 


the 
Srectat Notice.—The Queen’ Bench final 
bade taken an tated ia the 
order business, but subject to 
the New Trial Paper, which will be 





Chancery, and Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
voree), and the County Palatine and 
Stannaries Courts. 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—aj Gatien ceieaele 
Tues., May 26 ( on interlocutory mots ( 
list) and Chan final apps if 


. required 
WOE so ocseeei 7... so | Oona om pps 4 
3 un! jatine apps an 
Thursday .. 23 } Chan final apps 


Saturday . 


Mon., June : ' | Chan final apps 


Tuesday .. 
hie motns ex pte—o' 
mots—apps from ords ; 
I wiavanats 3 on interlocutory mots (se 
{ list) and Chan final apps if 


pps 
_ { Queen’s Birthday—NoSit- 
( ting 


Cor Pal (if 
(County Palatine apps (i 
Thursday ... 4 as any) and Chan final apps 
Friday ...... 


ee . 6 | Chan final apps 
Tuesday...... 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
( mots—apps from ords Pn 
Wed 10¢ on te mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
requi 
Thursday ...11 \ 
Friday ...... 12 
Saturday ...13 ) Chan final apps 
Monday ....15 
Tuesday .....16 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
af mots — from ords made 
WO, cvsassses on interlocutory mots (sep 
“ list) and Chan final apps if 
required 
Thursday .. 
Friday ...... 1 
ey - ..20 ) Chan final apps 
Monday ....22 
Tuesday .. 23) 


‘App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — from ords made 
Wednesday 24( on interlocutory mots (sep 
{list) and Chan final apps 


\if required 
Thursday ...25 \ - 
Friday ...... 26 
Selene ...27 ) Chan final apps 
Monday ....29 
Tuesday ....30 


‘App motns ex pte—orgl 

\m ots—apps from ords made 
Wed., July 1/( on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 


Thursday .. 





{County Palatine apps (if 
3 3 any) and Chan final apps 
—— apie * 
Monday. yom final apps 
uw y 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots— pps from ords made 
Well, -..sx0803 on interlocutory mots (sep 
* ist, and Chan final apps 
if required 
peaeiey 9) 
riday ..... 
Sat y ...11 ) Chan final apps 
Tuceday 
y ....14 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
jm ps from ords made 
Wed. ...... on interlocutory mots (sep 
_ list) and Chan final os if 
required 
Thameday it) 
iday ...... 17 
Saturday ...18 ) Chan final apps 
= 
Y --...21/ 
(App motns ex pte 1 
mots—a: ps from orcs made 
ae 22; on interlocutory mots (sep 
(ea and Chan final apps if 
requi 
iday ...... 24 
Saturday ...25 ) Chan final apps 
fey) 
App motns ex pte 1 
mots—apps from ord made 
Wed. .........29{ on interlocutory mots ( 
list) and Chan final ae sit 
required 
pan 2) 
iday ..... 1 
Sat., aee.. 1) Chan final apps 
Monday 8 
Tuesday ..... 4 


A motns ex pte 

mots—apps from pies 

eee 5( on interlocutory mots ( (sep 
list) and ( han final apps if 


required 


App motns ex pte 1 
" ~ Ree pps from Sieuae 
Wednesday 12 = ee roma | mots (sep 
) and Chan final apps if 
frets 

N.B.—Lunacy Petitions (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court II. on every Monday 

at Eleven until further notice. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court, I. 

Mr. Justice CHITTY. 


Tues., May 26...Mots and non wit list 
. ee 27...Non wit list 
Thursday ...28...Mots and non wit list 
{ Pets, sht caus, opposed 
pets, procedure sums, and 


ing. 
.. Sitting in chambers 


Non wit list 





5 Mots and non wit list 
gf Pet sht caus, procedure 
Saturday . sums, opposed pets, and 
om non wit list 


Monday ... 8...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...9 ) 

Wednesday 10 ; Non wit list 
Thursday ...11 


Friday ...... ath .Mots and non wit list 
{ Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday ...13 {eet mae sums, and 


non wit 
Monday . —y Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 


Wednesday 7 vi| Non wit list 
18 
Friday ...... ..19...Mots and fon wit list 
{ Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...20 } sums, a pets, and 


non wit 
Toei rs =. Sitting in chambers 


Thursday .. 3 
Friday ...... 26...Mots and non wit list 


Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday { pts procedure sums, and 
‘tieee } 3 wit . 
onday...... 29... Sitting in c rs 
Tuesday .. 
Wed., July 1 1 Causes with wits 
w ee 
Friday ...... 3...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ... 4) sums, a OR pets, and 
non 


Monday...... 6... Sitting in chambers 
eon 


—- . 
Friday ...... '10...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday . pets, procedure sums, and 
“i non wit list 


Monday ....13...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...14 
Sa 4 Non wit list 
Thursday .. 
Friday ...... i. -Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...18 ) sums, — oprx pets, and 
non wit li 
Monday...... 20...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...21 
. | SS 22 ; Non wit list 
Thursday .. 


23 
Friday ...... 24...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
25 rum, — petns, and 
non wit 
Monday......27...Sitting in chambers 


..28 

..29) Non wit list 

..BO 

Friday ...... 31...Mots and non wit list 


Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Sat., Aug... i; procedure sums, and 


non wit list 

Monday...... > “seeps in chambers 
Tuesday .. 
» ee 6 ay on wit list 
Thursday .. 
Friday ...... t .Mots and non wit list 

tarday ... o{ Remaining mom, remain. 

|j smns ure 

Monday...... aca non wit list : 
Tuesday 


Welemtey ~ ; j ' Sitting i in chambers 


SPECIAL NOTICE.—When the non- 
witness list is exhausted, the witness list 
Feet eer to the 2nd 

'y. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 

cause must be so marked in the cause 





book at least one clear day before the 
i et oleae day before’ te | Th 





actions are taken, further considerations 

be taken on Tuesdays. In the weeks 

when witness actions are taken, further 

ag ne will not be taken on Tues- 
ys, but may be taken on Saturdays. 

N. * The following Papers on Further 

Consideration are required for the use of 


the Judge, viz. :—T wo Copies of a rey 
of the pro Judgment or Order, 
Copy Pl and 1 Copy Chief Clerk's 
Certificate, w ich must be left in Court 


with the ev ond Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


Cuancery Court, II. 

Mr. Justice NORTH. 
Tues., May 26 ..Mots and adj sums 
Wed. 


aie 27 | : 

Thursday ...23 5 @eneral paper 

are se 29...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...30...No sitting 

Mon., June 1.. Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday Re 2) 
WOE. 6.4500... 3 ¢ General paper 
Thursday .. 4) 
Friday ...... 5...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ... 6...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday...... e Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 
. Ses “10 General paper 
Thursday .. 
Friday ...... ‘12...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...13...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday ....15 ..Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...16 

eae 17 > General paper 
Thursday ...18 


Friday ......19...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...20...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday......22...8itting in chambers 


Tuesday ...23 

i SS 24 > General paper 

Thursday ...25 

Friday ...... 26...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...27...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 


Monday......29...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...30 

Wed., July 1 General paper 
Thursday ... 2 

Friday .. ..Mots and adj sums 


. Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
.. Sitting in chambers 






Wed. ......... “3! General paper 
sie 
Friday ...... 10...Mots and adj j sums 
y ...11...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday......13...Sitting in chambers 
14 
ta 13 | General paper 
...16 
Friday ...... 17...Mots and adj sums __ 

y ...18...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday......20...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...21 ) 

,. ae 22 } General paper 
23 


Friday “24... Mots and adjsums 
Saturday ...25...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 


Monday......27...Sitting in chambers 
esday ...23 } 
” SUE 29 > General paper 
Thursday ...30 
Friday ...... 31...Mots and adj sums 


Sat... ... Aug 1...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday...... 3... Sitting in chambers 


aw « -4 Remaining mots, remain- 
Thursday ... 6 ing petns, and adj sums 
Friday ...... 7...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ... 8.. Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday... “10. Sitting in chambers 
Week Ad | General paper 


N.B.—Mr. Justice North will begin the 
trial of Actions with Witnes:es on Tues- 
day, June 2. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of nder must be Se 

TO) ju ent or order mus’ e 
Eo = ie the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to b®put in the paper. 


Lorp CHancettor’s Court. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
9 » May 26.. sar, adj sums, and gen pa 
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Sht cai ts, adj sums, Saturday ...30...H.M. Birthday—No sitting 
6 pre Oy Mon. , Be 1.. Sitti in chonben 


Saturday ... 6) ong Sitting 
gen pa 

Monday...... 8...Sitting in chambers Tuesday ..... 2 

Tuesday ... 9 WORE. sccccc. 8 > General paper 

ee 10 } General paper Thursday 

Thursday ...11 Friday ...... 5...Mots and 


a adj sums _— 

Friday ...... 12...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | Sati y ... 6...8ht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Sht caus, pets, adj sums, | Monday .... 8...Sitting in chambers 

Saturday ...13) ong gen 


pa Tuesday ..... 
Monday ....15.. Sitting in chambers Wea. ......... 10 ¢ General paper 
Tuesday ...16 Thursday ...11 . 
. eae 17 : General paper Friday ...... 12...Mots and adj sums __ 
Thursday .. 18} Saturday ...13...Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Friday ...... 19...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | Monday ....15...Sitting in chambers 


{ Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 7 tere 16 


Friday ...... 3...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | Wed., July 

Saturda: 4 { She caus, pets, adj sums, | Thursday . 
ssiateglleaas and gen pa Friday ...... 

Monday...... 6...8itting in chambers 

Tuesday ...7 

Wed. ......... General paper * 

Thursday ... 9 MD lasties~+s 8 | General paper 

Friday ...... 10...Mots, adj sums,and gen pa | Thursday ... 9 

Sht caus, pets, adj sums, | Friday ...... 10...Mots and adj sums 

n 


Monday......22...Sitting in chambers Thursday 
Tuesday ...23 iday ...... 19...Mots and adj 
S See 21} Genera paper Saturday ...20...Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Thursday ...25 Monday ....22...Sitting in chambers 
Friday ...... mat adj sums, -— gen pa a ta atl minal 
it caus, , adj sums, D ceenecs paper 
Saturday ...27 i and gen — ’ Thursday ...25 ; 
Monday......29...Sitting in chambers Friday ...... 26...Mots and adj 
Tuesday ...30 Saturday ...27...Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Wed., July 1 General paper Monday ....29...Si in cham! 
Thursda: 2 Tuesda: * 
| 
3. 


Saturday ...11} ong Satna ; 
gen pa y ...11...8ht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Monday......13...8itting in chambers Monday...... 13.. Sitting in chambers 
wae “ihe eral Wan” “15 | General 
fd Senescone 15 ¢ Gen paper Jo seese vee paper 
Thursday ...16 Thursday ...16 


Friday ".....17...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | Friday ‘.....17...Mots and adj sums 


(Sht caus, pets, adj sums, | Saturday ...18...Shtcaus, pets, and adj sums 
Saturday ...18} and gen pa Monday ... 20. Sitting in chambers 
Monday......20...8itting in chambers Tuesday .....21 
Tuesday ...21 ee 22 ; General paper 
* Stak nt General paper Thursday ... 
Thursday Friday ...... 24...Mots and adj sums 


...23 
Friday ...... 24...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | Sati y ...25...Sht cans, pets, & adj sums 
25 Sht caus, pets, adj sums, | Monday ....27...Sitting in chambers 


Saturday {and gen pa Tuesday .....28 
Monday......27...8itting in chambers a 29 } General paper 
Tuesday ...28 Thursday ...30 
, , oe 29 } General paper Friday ..... 31...Mots and adj sums 
Thursday ...30 Sat., Aug ... 1...8ht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Friday ...... 31...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | Monday .... 3...Sitting in cham 
Get. Au 1! Sht caus, pets, adj sums, | Tuesday..... 4 

*y “AUS... 1 ) and gen pa ee 5 ¢ General paper 
Monday...... 3...Sitting in chambers Thursday ... 6 
Tuesday ... 4) Remaining pets, adj sums, | Friday ...... 7...Mots and adj sums 
Well, .....i.:. 5} end geage Saturday ... 8...Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Thursday ... 6...Mots, adj sums, andgenpa | yfonda 10} maining mots, remain- 
Friday ...... 7 | Remaining mots, adj sums, delay ing pets, and adj 
Saturday ... 8} and gen pa Tuesday . Sitting in chambers 
sae od See: 10...Remaining mots Wednesday 12 

esday ...1 Rn a od 
Wednesday 4 } Sitting in chambers Liverpool and Manchester business will be 

taken as follows :—Motions on days ap- 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short pointed for mi . Short causes. 
cause must be so marked in the cause itions, and adjourned summonses on 
book at least one clear day before the turdays. Summonses in chambers on 

i Li 


same can be put in the paper to be so Frida afternoons, and Man- 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- aoum summonses en on alter- 
ing minutes of the proposed judgment or nate Fridays, commencing with Man- 
0! 


" } 

er must be left with the judge’s clerk ester summonses 2%h 
one clear day before the csune is to be Store a 
put into the paper. 
Cuancery Court, III. 
Mr. Justice ROMER, 
Tues., May 26...Mots and adj sums Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
WOE. reves 3, | General pa - only will be taken in the order in the 
Thursday ...28 pe Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 
Friday ...... 99 § Mots, short causes, pets, & from 26th May to 12th August, both in- 

{adj sums clusive. 


Cuancery Court, IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrmes, 1891. 
Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Saturday, May 16th, inclusive.) 

Except in the first and last weeks of the Sittings, Motions, Petitions, and 
Short Causes will be taken on the usual days, as stated in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Chitty will take Witness Actions on the following days— 
viz., June 23, 24, 25, 30; July 1,2. When the Non-Witness is ex- 
hausted, the Witness List will be resumed subsequently to the 2nd July. 
In the weeks when Non-Witmess Actions are en, her Considera- 
tions will be taken on Tuesdays. In the weeks when Witness Actions 
are taken, Further Considerations will not be taken on Tuesdays, but may 
be taken on Saturdays. 

Mr. Justice North will commence taking Witness Actions on Tuesday, 
June 2nd, and will continue that class of work on the usual days in every 
week until further order. 

Mr. Justice Stirling will also commence taking Witness Actions on 
Tuesday, June 2, and will continue that class of work on the usual days 
in every week until further order. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich.—With the exception of Witness work for 
the first day (May 26) and for Tuesday, June 2, no Causes with Witnesses 


hausted. Prior to June 2 Adjourned Summonses will be taken first, and 


then Further Considerations, 


ts of Law, and Non-Witness Actions. 


His Lordship will take Liverpool and Manchester Business as follows :— 
Motions on days appointed for Motions, Short Causes, Petitions, and Ad- 


journed Summonses on Saturdays. 


Summonses in Chambers on Friday 


afternoons. Liverpool and Manchester Summonses will be taken on alter- 
nate Fridays, commencing with Manchester Summonses on Friday, May 29. 

Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams will continue (until further notice) sitting 
as an additional judge of the Chancery Division. A second transfer of 52 
actions from the list of Mr. Justice Romer has been made to his lordship. 
Of the first transfer 18 have been re-transferred to the judges to whom 


ty colginelly Menges and three remain to be tried by Mr. Justice 


Vaug 


The second transfer will follow, and will be pro- 


ceeded with by his lordship in Queen’s Bench Court I. at the commence- 


ment of the sittings, 


Mr. Justice Romer will take Witness Actions every day in the order as 


they stand in the Cause Book. 


Summonses before the judge in chambers.—Justices Chitty, North, 


Stirling, and Kekewich wil 
during the sitti 


sit in court the whole day on every Monday 
to hear chamber summonses. 


Summonses adjourned into court will be taken as follows :—Mr. Justice 
Chitty, with Non-Witness Actions, except Procedure Summonses, which 


(if any) are taken every 


Saturday ; Mr. Justice Stirling, with Non- Witness 


Actions. Justices North and Kekewich on Fridays and Saturdays. 
N.B.—The above Note as to Chamber and Adjourned Summonses is 
subject to alteration as their lordships may direct. 


Before Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 

Freemantle v Lafitte act 

Thompson v McMurdo act 

M Melacrino & Co v B M Melacrino 
&ors act (8 O till after return 
of commission to Egypt) 

Ramuz v Earl Sondes act 

Sampson v The Royal Aquarium & 
Summer & Winter Soc, ld 
act (re-transferred from Mr 
Justice Romer) security ordered 

In re Robert Millard, dec Millard 
v Millard act ‘ 

Guardians of St Saviour’s Union v 
The Stanhope Cold act (pt hd 
Feb 8—S O till after expert’s 
report) 

In re W E Jones, dec Jones v 
Greenwood act (Ist witns day) 
The Inventions Trust Assocn ld v 
Cole & Co act (secy for costs 

ordered) 

In re Baroness Craignish, dec Craig- 
nish v Hewitt act 

Nichols v John Lewis & Co act 
(S O 1 June) 

Boursot v Boursot act (S O till 
after sumns hi ) 

The Midland Ry Co v The Met Ry 
Co act 

Hubbard vy Elverston act 

Cameron v Jones act 

The Defence Vessel Construction Co 
ld v Scott act (winding up order 
made) 

Garnett v Carver act 

In re Gyles, dec Gyles v Collinson 
Barlow v Gyles act onclaim and 
counter In re Gyles, dec 
Gyles v Collinson claim of deft 
T Wilkinson for indemnity 

Morris v Bebro (1888, M. 3,273) act 
Morris v Bebro (1889, M. 66) act 

Montague v Burton act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

In re W J Barron & Sons (claims of 
partners) adj sums pt hd 

De Stafford v Nevile act 

In re J Bone’s Estate Rice v Bone 
(order 55) adj sums 

In re E Budd, Scott v Budd 


act 
Todd v Reakes motn pthd (entered 
in non-wits list by — 
In re Bingemann & W: = 
Contract & V & P Act, 1874 ( 
te Purchaser) adj sums In re 
ingemann, dec Vv 
Bingemann (construction) adj 


sums 

Hartley v Cooper (specific - 
ance of alleged ba secede * 
sums 

Dean v Dean act 





will be taken by Mr. Justice Kekewich wntil the Non-Witness List is ex- 


(restored) 
In re Moore & Burton’s Contract & 





V & P Act, 1874 (Expte pur- 
chasers) adjsums ( ) 
In re E J Sartoris’s Estate Sartoris 
v Sartoris (Order 55) adj sums 
In re J E Schweder’s Estate Op- 
penheim v Schweder (Order 55) 

adj sums 

In re Allen, a Solr Expte West 
(taxation) ag ar mg 

J H Taylor v Taylor (transfer of 
mortgaged property) adj sums 

ham, dec Hart v 

Mackenzie adj sums 

In re T H Gloyne’s Estate Clark- 
son v Rawsthorne (Order 55) adj 
sums . 


Before Mr. Justice Norrs. 

Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

In re Sharpe Inre Bennett The 
Masonic, &c, Assce Co v Sharpe 
act 

Chester v Harris act 

Commercial Bank of Scotland ld v 
Sanders act 

Burgess v Van Hoydonck act 

Matthews v Martin act 

Tippett v Strutt act 

Stuckey’s Bankg Co v Cohen act 

Lindoe v Alexander act 

Natl & Provl Bk of Engd 1d v Daniel 
act & m fj 

In re McMurdo Penfield v 
McMurdo adjd sums, pt hd 

Bright v Eckersley act 

Walker v Higgins act 

The People’s Co - operative, &c, 
Building Soc v Shaw act 

Showell v Perrins act 

Merridew v Morris act 

Hamilton v Hamilton act 

Crawshay v Cartland act In re 
Crawshay Walker v Crawshay 
sums 

oa v Brown act 
ilden v Bond act 

Danks v Jones act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Inre Cann SymingtonvCann act 
(short) 

In re Sykes Deane v Duffield act 
(not before 28 May) ; 

In re Freme Freme v Logan m fj 

Dalton v Clifton mf j 

In re Lysaght Marwood v Baum- 


garten mfj 


order) 

In re J Davis Joseph v Davis act 
(to come on with another action 
when set down) ; 

The American Exchange in Europe 
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v Gillig Leslie v The American | Edison & Swan United Electric Co, 
Exchange in Europe act (re- 1d v Woodhouse & Rawson United 
stored Id act (re-transferred from Mr. 
Hedger v Hedger act Justice Vaughan Williams) 
In re Jennings Jepnings v Jennings | Stengel v International Commercial 
act Co,ld_ act 
Dodd v Scholding action Shepherd v Mason act 
Burton v Dodd act (advanced by | Smyrke v De Peyer act 
order) Provan v Paterson act 
Keighley, Maxsted & Co v Bakewell | Castle v Stone act & mf j 
act Cocksedge v Met Coal Consumers’ 
In re Fox Foxv Fox act Assoc act 
Hill v Bishton act Upton v Natl Mercantile Bank act 
In re Hodgson Thompson v Wilson | Matthews v Wells act 
t 


ac’ Perry v White act 
Wilson v Thompson action 
In re Nesbitt Nesbitt v Freeman 


act 
Baring v Abingdon act 
Abbott v Howard act 
In re MclIvor’s Patent & Co’s Acts 
motn Remaining Actions transferred by 
Coombs v J Jones & Son act (not order dated April 28, 1891. 
to be heard till No. 77 disposed of | Foster v Rowe (Stirling, J.) act 
by order) Sugden vCridlan (Stirling, J.) act 
In re Wells Molonyv Brooke act | Dunston v Arthur & Co (Stirling, 


&mfj J.) act 
Sykes v Grust act 
In re Walsh Underwood v Haiden | Second Transfer of Actions from 


act Mr. Justice Romer, dated May 
Cunningham v Todd act 


12, 1891. 
Crowder v Cooper act Crowder v | Dukeof Sutherland v Heathcote act 
Cooper trial of third party issue 


Heathcote v Blair act 
Jones v Merionethshire, &c, Bldg 
Causes for trial without witnesses ; 
and adjourned summonses. 

In re W Rogers, &c adj sums 
Lloyd’s Bank, ld v Neale adj smns 
In re Applebee Leveson v Beales 

adj | Hampton v Davis act 


|j sums 
Burton v Dodd adj sums | In re Bliss, dec Bliss v Bliss act 
Burton v Dodd adj sums, dated 13 | Wrenstead v Eede act 
April, 1891 | Wagner v Costerlitz act 
Throusen v Jacobs m f j (short) Automatic Weighing Machine Co 
In re Blake Jones v Blake adj | 1d v National Exhibitors Assocn 
sums | Id act 
Arnold v Tomkinson m fj (short) | — 
In re Ardleigh Bread Co, Id, & Co's 
Acte adj sums 
Dobree v Anglo-Austrian Printing | 
and Publishing Union, 1d mf j 
In re Ehret Pritchard v Dasent | RyCo act 
adj sums | Cummins v Sargent act 
In re Simpson Picard v Kitto | Stavert v The Passburg Grains 
further ing of adj sums Syndicate act 
In re Atwell Atwell y Nash adj | Faulkner v Stevens act 
sums, dated Feb 13, 1891 | Smith v Bowler act 
In re Atwell Atwell v Nash adj | Singleton v Mitchell act 
sums, dated April 8, 1891 Armstrong, Mitchell, & Co, ld v 
In re Duckworth Duckworth v| Pitkin act 
Duckworth adj sums | Inre Price In re Edwards In re 
— Price Price v Pontypool Gas, 
Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. &c, Co, 1d act 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). Hartley v Dearden act 
Sanderson v Allen act (to come Wilkineon v Jennings act 
on with No 97) 
Jones v The Steamship Cairngoun, _ Transferred for Trial or Hearing 
ld act (not before 12 May) only, pursuant to Order, dated 20 
Meux, Bart v Cobley act April, 1891. 
Richards v Whitham act In re Park Cole v Park Park v 
Marsden v Thorne act Cole claim of Miss M J Smith 
In re Dunk Dunk vy Dunk act | pthd 
j Coombs v Wilks act 
| Lloyd’s Bank, Id v Keen act 
In re Met Coal Consumers’ Assoc,id In re Casey’s Patents, Nos 10512 & 
& Co’s Acts adj sumns 10513 of 1887 Expte Isabella 
Bruff v Howard § act Stewart motn 
Met Coal Consumers’ Assoc, 1d vy Stewart v Casey act 
Shadbolt act The Western Counties Railway Co v 
Thomas v Gillard act | Anderson & Co & ors act (SO 
Secretary of State for India v British ' till depositions filed) 
Mutual Life Assce Co act | Farbenfabriken Voun Fried Bayer & 
In re it Lawson v Duncan act Co v Bowker act (not before three 
Dyke v Rutherford weeks after answers to interroga- 
In re Perry Walkervy Walker act tories filed) 
(The whole of the above lists to be continued.) 


Before Mr.. Justice VauGHAN 
WitiaMs. 
(Sitting as an Additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division.) 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 





act 
Froude v Wilberforce act 
Adney v Adney act 
Vernall v Reed act 
Cunliffe v Bellite Explosives 1d act 


Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 
Bentley v Manchester, Sheffield, &c, 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Trosiry Srrrios, 1891. 
Spectra, Parex. 

For Argument. 


1891. 
Set down 24th March Due 29th March Cleaver & ors v Mutual Reserve 
Fund Assoc Sharpe, Parkers & Co Points of law 





Orrosep Mortons. 
For Argument. 
a v Strousberg part heard before Justices Mathew & Day, April 11, 


In re Arbitration between De Morgan, Snell & Co & The Rio de Janeiro 
Flour Mills ld part heard before the Lord Chief Justice of England 
and Mr. Justice Mathew, May 11, 1891 

Crisford v West Lancashire Ry Co 

Same v Same 

Ross v Bourke 

In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

Boyce v Williamson 

Pollock v Sharpe 

In re Four Solicitors Expte Incorporated Law Society 

In re The Alliance Aluminium Co Expte The Oresunds Chemiske Fabriker 
of Copenhagen 

Day v Ocean Ry & General Accident Assce Co ld 

McIntyre & Co v McIntyre 

Court v Sheen 

Gibb & anr v Todman 

Browne v Clulow 

Perkins & anr v Daintrey 

Aaron’s Reefs, ld, v Osborne 

Munday v Norton 

Wolff v Clinton & anr 

The Lawrence Automatic Gas Co, ld, v Wright 

Ellis v Sykes & anr 

Hirst v or gg 

In re a Solicitor Ex parte Incorporated Law Societ 

Stewart v Nobel 7 4 

Green v Educational Newspaper Co, ld 

Chappell v North 

Bowes & ors v Pape 

Crown Paper. 


For Judgment. 


Northumberland Gibson v Lawson Magistrate’s case (c a v April 29, cor 
LC J and Justices Mathew, Cave, Smith, and Charles) 

bp os ag Curran v, Treleaven Order of Session Appellant’s nisi to 
quas 

Durham, Darlington In re Onward Building Soc and Building Societies’ 
Acts, 1874, & county court H E Broad’s appeal (c a v May 13, cor 
LC J and Mathew, J) 

For Argument. 

London Jones & ors (trading, &c) v Dobson & ors (trading, &c) Mayor's 
Court Redfern, Alexander & Co’s appeal 

Surrey, Kingston Wimbledon Local Board v Underwood (Simmons, 
clmt) county court Clmt’s app 

Glamorganshire The Queen v Fowler, Esq, Stip Mag for Swansea (expte 
Crabb) Nisi for mandamus to hear application by Corporation 

Yorkshire, W R Mayor, &c, Borough of Sheffield v Guardians of Poor of 
Wortley Union & ors Quarter Sessions, 12 and 13 Vict c 45, s 11—part 
heard, cor Charles, J, and Smith, J 

Staffordshire Company, &c, of Birmingham Canal Navigation v Hickman 
Order of Sessions Appellants’ nisi to quash 

Kent The Queen v Sandgate Local Board (expte Jj's of Kent) Nisi for 
mandamus to levy rate and debt and costs 

Same Whiffen & anr v Bligh & ors Licensing Jj’s, &c Quarter Sessions 
Appellants’ nisi to quash 

Durham Harland v lof Durham Magistrate’s case 

— Westminster Edmunds v Steele county court Plaintiff’s 
appea 

Surrey, | ae ace Keeling v Cleaver & anr county court Plaintiff's 
appea 

Yorkshire, Leeds Leeds Patent Brick Co v Perlman county court Plain- 
tiffs’ appeal 

London Lewis v Davies Mayor’s court Plaintiff’s appeal 

Met Pol Dist Osborne v Skinners’ Co Magistrate’s case 

Salop In re Local Government Act, 1888, and In re County Council of 
Salop Questions under the Local Government Act, 1888, s 29 

Lancashire, Bacup Patterson v Hoyle & Sons county court Plaintiff’s 


a ows 

Middlesex The Queen v Registrar of Joint Stock Companies (Ex parte 
Johnstone) Nisi for mandamus to register company 

Lancashire, Blackburn Bagley v Baynes county court Plaintiff’s appeal 

Lincolnshire, Parts of Kesteven The Queen v ve & anr, Jj, &c & ors 
(expte Lannyman) Nisi to hear, &c, sumns 

Kent, Greenwich Gilbertson & aur vy Wood county court Plaintiffs’ 


a 

eaue Fenwick v Rural Sanitary Authority of Croydon Union Magis- 
trate’s case - 

Met Pol Dist Wilson & anr v Vestry of St Giles, Camberwell Magis- 
trate’s case 

Glamorganshire, Swansea Anderson v Swansea Shipping, Co & anr 
county court Plaintiff's ys oe 

Salford Brown v Mortgage Insce Corpn Hundred Court Defendants’ 


ap 

Middlesex, Westminster Ruston v Bonham & anr (Hicks & anr, clmts) 
county court Plaintiff’s appeal 

Essex The Queen v Vicar of All Saints, Prettlewell (expte Burrell) Nisi 
for mandamus to elect Churchwarden 





Lancashire, Blackburn Cunliffe & anr v Tipping county court Defend- 
ant’s appeal 
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REvENUE PAPER. 
Causes for Hearing. 
Attorney-Gen v Mayor, &c of Hythe & anr By English information 
Attorney-Gen v De Burton and ors By English information and Supple- 
mental Order 
Attorney-Gen v Chapman & White By English information and answer 
Cases as to Income Tax and Corporation Duties. 
For Argument. 
Whiteiiead, Applt, & Wilson (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 
Tn te Dety on tie Bootham Ward Strays, York 
Murphy, Applt and Colquhcun (Surveyor of Taxes), Respt 


Appeals and Motions in Bankruptcy. 
Appeals for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting in Bankruptcy. 


In re Entwistle, Expte Turner 
In re Fiddian, Squire, & Co, Expte H Fiddian and H V Squire 
In re Poulton, Expte Williams 
In re Cook, Expte Cook 
In re Cramp, Expte Crump 
In re A C Powell & Co, Expte Alexander Pollock Watt and The Lantern, ld 
In re Judge, Expte Judge 
In re McInnes, Expte Burgess, R.M. 
Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before Mr. Justice Cave. 
In re Wood, Expte Roberts v Sonan 
In re Spanton, Expte Official Receiver v Lenanton & ors 
In re Artolo Bros, Expte Pardinus v Hurlbatt 
In re Veale, Expte Singleton v Miles 
In re Dear, Expte Oddy 
In re Inman, Expte Jackson v Bayley 
In re Jackson, Expte Woodward v Bayliss 
In re Same, Expte Same v Hogan & Hughes 
Tn re Same, Expte Same v Jackson 
In re Marlin, Expte Pierson v Martin 
In re Giles, Expte Ward v Giles 
In re Same, Expte Same v Bridges 
In re Buchanan, Expte Churchman v Hasluck 
In re Lamb, Expte Stogden v Cobbett 
In re Seager, Expte Glyn & ors v Pratt 
In re Easton, Expte Cope’ 
In re Gregory, Expte Collins v Brown 
Tn re Fischel, Expte Woodthorpe v Pinchin & ors 
In re —— Expte Hasluck v Cochrane 
In re Seager, Expte Cole & Co v Pratt 
In re Gillchrist, Expte Whinney v Ponsonby & anr 
In re Hartmann, Expte Official Receiver v Harrison 
In re Same, Expte Same v Osborne & Co 
In re Same, Expte Same v Goodall & Co 
In re Same, Expte Same v Farris 





WarsiInG TO InTENDING House Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanita rss arrangements thoroughly —- by an expert from The 
ener Engineeri entilation Co., 65, = Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 

minster (Estab. 1875 Sao also undertake the tilation of Giices, &c.—[Apvr.] 


Rents collected ‘al distraints levied to recover same Messrs. Heyry C. Woop 
surveyor to the parish of Tooting) and Henry Kirsy—Woop & Kirpy—Certificated 
rokers, 1, Great James-street, Bedford-row, W.C. No made to landlords if 
rent over £20. Troublesome tenants got rid of. Possession taken under Bills of 
Sale, Mortgages, &c. Bailiffs to the parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West and = 
London (Farringdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. ,Bankers, City Ban! 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing; - bnceve 
and prompt attention.—[Apvr. } 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Nevit_e.—May 17, at 4, Gledhow-gardens, the wife of Reginald J. N. Neville, barrister- 
at-law, of a daughter 
Wueecer.—May 15, at 2, Upper Phillimore-gardens, W., the wife of Percy F. Wheeler, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughte re 
MARRIAGES. 


Hick—Cuamriox.—May 13, at the ag ere church, Wimbledon, William T. Hick, solicitor, 
to Elizabeth (Lise), daughter of the late G. H. Champion, of Riverhead, Kent, and step- 
daughter of Henry Bull, of Calcutta. 

Witison—Ho wick. —May 14, at the Catholic Apostolic Church, Mare-street, 

George Willson, solicitor, of Downs-park-road, Hackney, to aaa Elizabeth, om 
daughter of Thomas Pratt Hollick, Esq., of Shore-road, Hackney 


DEATHS. 
Maciusyay,—May 20, Donald Maclennan, of 2, Vicarage-gardens, Campden Hill, and of 
the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law. 
Pogson. ae 13, vi Ellel Grange, Lancaster, George Theophilus Robert Preston, High 
eriff of 
Russe.t.—May 14, at "The Red House, Wateringb Kent, Francis Russell, barrister- 
at-law, clerk of the peace for the cx ounty of one coal 75. * 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette,—Frivay, May 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirrep ry Cuancery. 


Buca. Siare Co, Linrrep.—Petn fr winding up, p ted May 7, di 
on May 30 Braby, Gresham st, solor for petner 





ted to be heard 


their Christian and surnames, addresses and d 
their debts or claims, to Julius Wilson Heth 
wed dle 


Corpova Unxios Gonp Co, Linrvrep.—Creditors are required, on or before July 6, to send 
corptonn and the full of 
day, July 16, at 2, is appointed for hearing and 


re, 81, Gracechurch st Thurs- 
dicating upon the debts and claims 





oo ae ee Sa CS, alee 
NortHery ee Co, ge Fr are on or June 30, to send 


names 

Cooper, 12, Bowker’s row, ton Bradbury, Bol on, solor for 

SILVER weno" Luaren. —Petn for for winding u wo = sagt — ad to be 
heard on Ma; © Go, Temple grins, agents Dale, Penzance, solor for petnr 
Notice = of appearing must later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon 

Caner Liuitep. ply ene ane 4 toiemlare tt thete de or before May 27, to send their’ 
eS debts or claims, to Mr George Hugh - 

Morgan, Dogpole, 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrtep 1x CHaycery. . 
Britisu esas: meoarese Air Evxaixe Co, Liurrep.—Creditors are i on or 
send their names and addresses, and the f*dhots debes 


before pm HF 
oolley, Gt Winchester. for liquidator : 
agua CrysTALLinxE Dry Soap Co, Luoatrev.—Creditors are wet, on or before July - 
1, to send their names and and the i 


> 


or 
AE Stringer, Wheelock 

Simson & Mason, Lime: reditors are mired, on or before June 25, to 
names and addresses, and the i of their 
Howard, 28, King st, Chea: 

Srannaries OF CorNWALL. 
Luwitep tx CHancery. 

TrecurtTua Dowss Mines, Limtrep.—Petn for up, presented May 14, directed to 
be heard — the binge tie a at Prince’ fs Hall, frure, on Wednesday, <>, at 10, 
Chilcott & Son, Truro, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 26 





CL DITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Qpam. 
London Gazette—Tuespay, May 5. 
Donenze, Joux, Millom, Cumbrind, Master Mariner. May 31. Hughes & Hughes, 


Biacxsurs, Cuar.es, Scarborough, Esq. June 24, Grundy & Co, Manchester 
ae, Se Broor, Stretford, mr Manchester, Cabinet Maker. June 16, 


om Essex, Esq. July 1. Bogall & Boxall, Chancery lane * 


Cuapuiy, Pasir, Harlow, 
Coane, Wineaen, Florence st, Islington, Veterinary Surgeon. June 12. Price & Son, 


roo! ‘ 
Cosenes, Joux Hersert, New Windsor, Berks, Gent. June 30. Darvill & Last, New 


indsor . 
Dawson, Cuarvorre, Alma st, Hoxton. June 4, Windybank & Samuell, Poultry 
Everson, Witu1am, Dover, Gent. May 23. E. W. & V. Knocker, Dover 
Fisuer, Tuomas, Mark, Somerset. June 24. Smith, Wedmore 


F.ercuer, Jouxson, Leftwich Green, nr Northwich, Chester, Gent. June 5. Fletcher & 
Fletcher, Northwich 
Gites, Anne, Newton Abbott, Devon. Junel. Davie, New inn, Strand 


Hepvceranp, Rev Jous Wurre, St Sidwell, Exeter, Clerk. June1. Burch & Son, Exeter 
Hosss, Cuarves, Ryde, I W, Fleet Engineer R.N. June 13. Vincent, Ryde 
Houuiss, Joux, Stoke sok Trent. May 28. Sarah Ann Hollins, care of William Mitchell 


mund st, 


Howes, Saran, Dacegten Lines. .May 31. Fletcher, Donington 

JoODRELL, ag ~ Vertve, Cromwell houses, South Kensington. June 6. Satchell & 
Cc le, Queen st, Cheapside 

so _ evry Georce BatMertxo, Worthing, Sussex, Gent. June 24. Estill, Malton, 

a. Cromford, Derby. May 25. Lymm, Matlock, Bath 

Ketr_ewe., Axy, Delph mount, Leeds. June 15. Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 

Kertiewe tt, Joun Witu1am, Leeds, Artist. June 15. Simpsons & Denham, Leeds 

LoveLanpb, Jane, Chipping Norton, Oxon. June 24, Wilkins, Chipping Norton 

Marks, Wit.iam, Folkestone, Baker. June 30. Bradley, Folkestone 

Shares, Mour Axx, Montrell rd, Streatham. May 25. Watson & Co, Bouverie st, 


Mornis, Daviv, Pembroke Dock, Grocer. June 138. Jones-Lloyd, Pembroke Dock 
Moxoy, Axx, Connaught st, Hyde park. June2. Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 
yor, Hesry Pau 5 Pembridge rd, Notting Hill, Commercial Traveller. June 2. 


& Co, Bedford row 
Puatr, ottingham, 





Postmaster. June 20. Watson & Co, Notting- 
Rarcuirrs, Grorcz Hesry, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer. June 14. Ryland & Co, 
Dein teen Amwell st, Clerkenwell, Accountant, May 21. Riddell & Co, John 
Rees, Huimanert As Avyy, Chester terrace, Eaton square. June 1. Ruck, Craven st, Char- 


ing Cross 
jumseuh Axx, Northwood, Hanley, Grocer. May 14. Challinors, Hanley 


Saree, Josern Ricuarv, Northcote rd, Clapham Junction, Gent. May 31. Norton & 
Co, Victoria estminster 


Seivey, Eviza yy tens Tobacconist. June 1. Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Tayior, Ayna Manta, Salisbury. June 6. Macdonald & Malden, Salisbury 
Tuomrsox, ANprew CoiquHovn, Poonah, Surgeon of 10th Bombay Light Infantry. 

omJune 6. Wynne & Son, Lincoia’s tam J 
Tow —— Josxrn Wriatey, Cullingworth, Yorks, Worsted Spinver. May 21. Gardiner 
Turnaae, Man Jaxx, Bolam, nr Darlington. June 24. Hawkins & Co, Woodstock 
Vaciestixe, James, Holborn viaduct, Carman. May 30. Styer, Threadneedle st 
Waoppiseron, Wi.ttaM, Bradford, Gent. June 1. Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford 
Warvyer, James, Lowestoft, retired Commercial Traveller. May 16. Peskett, Lowestoft 
Waurs, Rosert, Biddenden, Kent, F.R.C.S. June 6. Satchell & Chapple, Queen st, 
Wiostox, May Awnta, Hull. July St, Green & Moberly, Southampton 

London Gaxette.—Faipay, May 8. 


Arxixsoy, James, Cleveland sqr, H Park, Major in Royal West Surrey Regiment, 
June 24, Dilee hen, Cade a, Sekt ext 


er- 
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thas & Oss Greeti Wetherby grds, South Kensington, Bart, R A. June 16. 


Boorn, aeoaen, ties Clayton, Bradf i Bradford, Contractor. June 30. Weatherhead & Son, Bingley 
Buruey, Joszru, Cradley Heath, Staffs. June1. Wright & Tanfield, Cradley Heath 
Bussy, Many, Kidderminster. July 6. Burcher, Kidderminster 

Cuarre.t, Hexry Josern, Fulham rd,Ironmonger. June 8. Taylor, Essex st, Strand 
Penfold, John st, Bedford row 
Cunrtois, Mary, Ashburn place. May 23. Burton & Co, Lincoln 

Dicxess, Saran, Stewkley, Bucks. June 24. Newton & Co, Leighton Buzzard, Beds 
Junel. J. & A. Bright, Nottingham 

Dixox, Bexsamix, Bradford, Gent. Junei1. Farrar, Bradford 

Fewxes, Mary Jaxe, Leicester. June 17. Freer & Co, Leicester 

Wooler, Leeds and Morley 

Tounw, Goeeee Moore, Gt Driffield, Yorks, Machinist. June 1. 


Joxes, Joux, Crosspenmaen, nr Crumlin, Mon, Farmer. June 3. Dauncey, Newport, 


June 13. Bell & Jervis Amos, Clement’s Inn 

June 12. Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Charlsey, Beaconsfield 

Haaver, Saran ig a Bae Rosslyn hill, Hampstead. June 13. Booty & Bayliffe, Ray- 


Crark, Mitpovrse, Sydenham hill, Kent, Esq. June 24. 
Dickrxsoy, Exvizasetu, Lowdham, Notts. 


Fie.psexp, Wiiu1am, Morley, Yorks, Carter. July 1. 


Harss, Wituram Furze. 
Hamer, Witu14y, Belgrave, Leics, Gent. 
Hane, Josern, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Yeoman. June 8. 


Hox, ape ee. Thames, 
pelea bey od s inn 
East Grinstead, Sussex, Banker. 


Ho.ursewortn, Jous, Leeds, Builder. 


Hveues, Joux, Roewen, Carnarvon, Gent. June 6. 
Hew, Axxie Mania, Hurstlea, Uxbridge. June 24. 
Legs, Jous, Ashton under Lyne, Gent. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Faivay, May 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atpzivex, Water, Horsham, Sussex, Plumber Brighton 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Aspgews, Wii115, late _— rd, Iiford High Court 
Pet Apr2i Ord May 

Baices, Socaam, Snellen, Tisitinies Burnley Pet May 
11 Ord May 11 

Beows, Wattree Reprees, Burnley, Painter Burnley Pet 


upon Trent, Grocer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Berize, Enowarp, and Nosn Burier, Buckingham rd, 
Harlesden, Coach Builders High Court Pet May 11 


Ord May 11 

Ciaxtos, Rereen So, Moorgate st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Mar25 Ord May 12 

Curtos, Creve ‘haeue x, Taunton, Surgeon Taunton Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 


Corswortn, 4 Hesey, Formby, Lancs, Builder 
12 Ord May 12 : 
haw, nr Wilmslow, Cheshire, Tailor 


—— Pet Apr 24 Ord May 11 
Davies, Hves, ww, Glam, Builder Pontypridd Pet 
May 12 Ord 12 


Eowazp, Wittian Joxes, Penrhyndendracth, Merioneth, 
ae Ora Mar and Blaenau Festiniog Pet 
12 
Evespes, teers, Ramegate, Saddler Canterbury Pet 
4 May 13 
Evass, Wuuian Eatos, Neath, Glam, Coal Merchant 


Neath Pet May li one ev 11 
Foxer, Jons, Liverpool, Embosser Liverpool Pet May 
, Chemist Bir- 


Jous, St Maurice, Devon, Li nsed 
Vi Kast «et May 11 Ord May 11 
Hoos, Kucuarv, Mansfield, Notts, Journeyman ( 
Pe li Ord May 11 
Heoues, ee Flints, Butcher Bangor Pet 
May 3 Ord 
Ieetazxe, Joms Wirisen, Pango, ¢ Sotehent, Railway 


Urd May 11 
Weeks of Art High 


Mazsszwrs, Jous Brxianix, New Clee, jem, Fisherman 


Grimeby Pet May il Ord Me 

r , Guanes Haver Coons, Lor has, Watchmaker 
ansterioary May & 2 

Maeris, Jauze, Bacrow in Yurnem, wright Warrow 
io Forme Fee Pet May 13 gs Soo 

Mowe Coat sae ia, Fenesin, Tea Merchant 

+. 

Meee, ml Hi, W malodem, (lak King- 
vA, ir Ord May 6 

Mewnsrt, er servi, Biche Forks, Inn- 
keeper New Pet May 12 Ord May 12 


thallerem 
ef T, Strand, —— Lender Nigh Court Pet 


Setenitaall ot, Meochest I gh Court 
Pet May 11 Ort May 11 


Cimiez, Nice, France, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 13. Bell & 
June 30. Head & Sons, East Grin- 


June 8. Ford & Warren, Leeds 
Horrs, Grorct, East Cowton, Yorks, retired Farmer. June 8. 


Bell & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
June 16. Clark & Jackson, Oldham 


Jones & Porter, Conway 
Lees, Sauvet, West Bromwich, Manufacturer. May 30. Shakespeare, Birmingham | 





— Hexey, Holbeck, Leeds, 


es, Cowbridge 


& Stephenson, 


Jennings & Co, Drif- 


n on 





court chmbrs, Temple 


Waist ell, Northallerton 








Roverts, aay Penzance, Hatter Truro Pet May 11 | 
Ord May 


Ross, ne ty ii Gorvoy, Cestincatet Hotel, Paris 
High Court Pet Feb 20 ae = Ay 

Scorr, Rosperr, Hexry, Bradley Fold, nr Bolton, Calico 
Printer Manchester Pet May 13 Ord May13 ¢ 

Rosert Suorrocxks & Co, Farnworth, Lancs, Spindle 

akers Bolton Pet April 2 Ord May 13 

Swuitn, Witttam Hoxmes, Leicester, Engraver Leicester 
Pet May 11 Ord May ll 

Srastey, Eowexp Hi, Gi hill, Surrey, Sacra 
Agent High Court Pet April 3 ‘Ord May 1 

Starkey, Axtioxy Epcar, Tunbrid Wells, Public house 
Broker Tunbridge Wells Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Wasseit, Epwarp, aenen, Baker Portsmouth Pet 


May 12 Ord May 
Witirams, Mary, Ciifton, Bristol, Lodging house Keeper 
Bristol Pet May 12 Ord May 


Wisstoxz, Eusty Cuarvorre, Susieen Bristol, Tobac- 
conist Bristol Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Axuvrst, Lewis Henry, Meads, Eastbourne, Grocer May 
26 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Bzeprokp, Suaprack Georce, Wantage, Berks, * genent 
Smith May 22 at 11.50 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Baricos, Tuouas, Burnley, Yarn Agent June 4at 2 Ex- 
change Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Bevstos, Ricuanp Heyny, Gipsy rd, W est Norwood, Man- 
ager to a Public Co "May 26 ‘at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn field 


Caste, ALbert GeorcE, rg pavement, Tailor May 
Perl 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


Caneiace, Jous, Gt Stambridge, Essex, Baker May 22 at 
3 Off c, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Cave, Hexry, Newport, 1.W., Watchmaker May 23 at 
11. Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, LW. 

Crawrorp, Artice Mary, Liverpool, Hatter May 29 at3 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, I av 

Darsox, Troms, Dalton in Furness, Shoemaker May 26 
at il Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Draper May 25 

: at ll = 3g Park row, ang Me 

‘naxzes, Hexny, Essex rd, Islington, Cheesemonger y 
Batil 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


| Geatras, Geonce, Barrow in Farness, Lath Cleaver May 


25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Fur- 


nese 
Hat, Ricnaro Barker Witttam, Northampton, Solicitor , 


May 23 at 11. %%5, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Havvos, Hesey, St Lawrence, nr Ramagate, Blacksmith 
May 29 at 9. 45 Off Ree, 5, Castle st, © 


Hiner, Aucuse Srascey, L Assistant 
June 4 at 1” Nicholas st, Burnley 
man Carter, former! 


Hous, Ricuary Mansfield, J 
Butcher May 22 at 11 Of , St Peter's Chure 
walk, Notti 


IeeLaxp 7s Sis, Bensham, Gateshead, Kailway 
Clerk May 2% at il Off Kee, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Ristoh 


Liewetys, Wittiam, Cowbridge, Glam, Vicar of Llangeinor and Penlline. 


Leneweath, Tuomas, Stockport, Heald Manufacturer. June 1. 
MAvNSELL, Cosseme Cutten, Gt Brickhill, Bucks. Esq. June 10. 
Essex st, Strand 


May ens, ANDREW , Queen’s sqr, Bloomsbury, Gent. June 8. Jennings & Son, Leaden- 
Moreroy, Eowarp Cuartes, Colombo, Ceylon, District Surveyor. 


, Chancery lane ¥ : 
Moss, Mary Emrry, Queen’s rd, South Wimbledon. June 8. Ward & Asplin, Lime st 
Owrns, Owen, Pentraeth, Anglesey, Farmer. May 20. Owen & Griffith, Bangor 
Potton, Josern, Edgbaston, Warwick, Gent. Juneil. Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
Soman, § on STAV HEINnRICcK 5 Caeemases, Hamburg, Germany, Merchant. 


Lombard 
Spas, ean «x, Mandeville pl, Oxford st, M.B. July 31. 
Sonos, Haxnau, Moreton in Marsh, Glos. June 5. Francis & Son, Stow in the Wold 
Snms, Hester, Whichford, Warwick, June 5. Francis & Son, Stow in the Wold 
Suupson, Tuomas, Essex rd, Islington. June 24. 
Srepnenson, Sauvet Tuxe, Stockton on Tees, Wire Worker. May 30. Faber & Co, 
Stockto Tees 
Warsvrron, Lady Frances Isaspeiua ~ Richmond, Surrey. June 30. 


roy, King’s Bench Walk, Templ 
Warsoy, Jous, Beckenham, Kent, Gent. 


West, Wiu1ay, Bickley, Kent, Surveyor. 
Westmacort, Spexcer, Bournemouth, General in the Army. June 5. 


July 1, 


Brown, Stockport 
Fishers & Reece, 


July 1. Thomas & 


June 20. Har- 
Burton & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Shearman, Gresham st 


Littledale & 
"guns 1. Merriman & Co, Austinfriars 

June 20. Upton & Co, Austinfriars 
Green, Mitre 


Weneeses JONATHAN, Tanbridge Wells, Brewer. June8. Cripps & Son, Tunbridge 
e 

Weenpreme, Some \ oe orTH, Hove, Sussex, Barrister at Law. June6. Terrell & 
Wirn, Poon Gismetenal st, Merchant. 
Woop, Joseru, Harrogate, Esq. 
Wyatt, Joux Drayrtoy, Liverpool rd, Islington, Architect. June 6. Watling, Coleman st 
Youye, Tuomas, Eastbourne, Brewer. June 20. Young & Co, St Mildred’s court, Poultry 


May 31. Ingledew & Co, Fenchurch st 
August 1. Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 


Owes, Wituiam, Rb nev, Mon, Butcher May 22 at 12 
Oif Rec, Merthyr Ts 

Roserts, _ Win ttam, See, Hatter May 23 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Boscawen st 

Rosinson, Fraxk Ouiver, Brockley, Kent, Warehouseman 
June 1 at 11.30 24, Railway appreach, London Bridge 

Ssutra, WitiiaM Hours, Leicester, — May 27 at 
12.30 Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leiceste: 

Srert, comm Ulverston, Lancs, omasber ee 25 at 
11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furn 

TavLor, oa Jous, Ventnor, I.W., Baker May 2: 23 at12 
Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I. W. 


Warp, Asrauam Joun, Latechford, “Cheshire, Shoe Manu- 
facturer’s Foreman June 5 at 11.35 Court house, 
Upper Bank st, Warri n 

WE ter, W. J., Room 466, al Courts of Justice, Strand, 
Clerk May 27 at iy ae tan inn fields 

Wicuiams, Mary, Clif g house Keeper 
May 27 at 12 Bank chm Bristle 

Wotvraucu, Witi1am, Great Alie st, Whitechapel May 27 
atl 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

A.cprivcre, WALTER, ootem, Sussex, Plumber Brighton 
Pet May 13 Ord May 

ALLEN, GoLvEN, en ee Farmer Chelmsford Pet 
April 9 Ord May 11 

Bearpsa.y, Evizasetu, peaingham, Widow Nottingham 
Pet April 11 Ord May 13 

Brices, Tuomas, “nao Yarn Agent Burnley Pet May 
11 Ord May 11 

Brows, Water Beovenm, Burnley, Painter Burnley 
Pet May 12 Ord 

Bucuanay, Ropert Malice xt, Mincing lane, East India 
Brokers High Court Pet May2 Ord May 11 

Buckiey, Harriet, Stoke upon a Grocer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet May 12 Ord gg Os 

Butter, Epwarp, and Noau Burtier, Buckingham rd, 
~ oe Coach Builders High Court Pet May 11 
Ord May 

CuAMBERS, Ail Tinsley Park, nr tory Colliery 
Manager Sheftield Pet Feb 9 Ord May 

Corswortu, Cuartes Hexny, gy $e Aad Builder 


Liv l Pet May 12 Ord Ma 
Davies, Hueu, i, Glam, Bui A Pontypridd Pet 


yi yi 

Eowagps, Daviv Stickport, Shoe Dealer Stockport Pet 
April 24 Ord Ma: 

Evuis, Sow as, Manchester, Estate Agent Manchester 
Pet 12 Ord May 4 

iu1AM Eaton, Neath, am, Coal Merchant 

Pet May 11 Ord May 

wae Maurice, New Brighton "Cheshire, Manager of a 

xa Sa Birkenhead Pet May7 Ord May 13 
Gries, Janes Thomas, » Bew Retailer Bir- 





Evans, 
Neath 


Birming 
mingham mg nd Ord May 1. 
Hawspcock, Jouy, pton St Maurice, Devon, Teoneed 
Victualler Bast house Pet May Ord Mw 
Haxren, Joseru, Ba and Halifax, Puinter Dews a 
Pet April 29 Ord May 14 
aa ILLIAM Guonce, Southse®, Timber Merchant 





Jose the on Rowxet, Pwilheli, Carnarvonshire, 
May @ at 2.15 Police court, Portmadoc 

Loxc, Kowxer, Haynford, Norfolk, Dlackesmith and 
Licensed Victualler May 23 at12 O14 Kec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

Martix, Janes, Barrow in Furness, Whcciwright May 2; 
at at Li As Of Bec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Fur- 


Meveme ues. Bern, Leeds, loth Manufacturer May 26 at 4 
On — 22, Park row, 

Newrox, Kowano, West Croydon, Surrey, Licensed Vic- 
twat May 22 at 12.40 %s, Kailway approach, London 


Pet April 17. Ord May s 

Hiner, Ancurn ge lise goes Benet, Grocer's Assistant 
Burnley Pet Ma 

Hees, Ric mane Manat Journeyman Carter Notting- 

ham et May 1 Ord A 

Hvouxs, Davin, ts, Butcher Bangor Pet 
May 14 Ord May 18 

Ins1.anp, ee LS Bensbom, 4 _aotadnend, Railway 

ork Newcastle on tyne 1 May 11 Ord May 11 

cua Josuru, Toods, Ne dodo Leeds Vet May 

11 Ord May 11 


Mansaners, 700 Jous Bussamix, New ey tdnes, Fisherman 
Great Grimaby Vet May? Ord Ma 





q " 
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sane James, Barrow in Furness, ad at Barrow 
uve iar et May li Ord & May 11 Fas, 43 
SGRAVE. THA NNEDY, 
errs Pet ‘une ul cbmona, 


PasisH, Ga Henry, West Bromwich, = Pastures 
hy 2 ng = Pet ~ =? gy oma 7 % 
-_ EORGE, Southsea, er Portsmou ‘et, Fel 
Pim)’ Ord Mar 23 


eae Wituiam, Penzance, Hatter Truro Pet May 11 
Bovord May 1” . 


Rosrxsox, Frank Ottver, Brockley, cat, Warehouseman 
Greenwich Pet Mar 9 Ord 
RosenserG, Estuer, St Paul's rd paint, aed 
Jeweller Hig! urt Pet April 23 Ord May 11 
RovtLepGe, Gerorce Rosert, Cullercoats, oe. 
Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet May  X. 
Rusu-Bartey, Joux, Tokenhouse ee ane + y ft 
High Court Pet Jani Ord May 
SaunpERS, Sypvey Joun, Station rd, _* el park, Grocer 
— pe LR 
SxinneR, James Wiiiiam, Boro gh st, onger 
High Court Pet April 13 pont Ms 
a Ironfounder 


SUCKLING, - gm 
Bi tet May 1 Ord May 13 

WASSELL, noth Socthcne, Bab Baker Portsmouth Pet 
May12 Ord May 12 

Wuirrie.p, Marruew, Samvet Sranpipce Watrtoyr 
WuitFIELp, and Gzorcz Wuitrizip, Kingston upon 

. Provision Merchants Kingston upon Hull Bet 

March 10 Ord May 11 


London Gate Svaeees, May 19. 


“<7 4 James Gray, Rye lane, Peckham, Greengrocer 
Court Pet May 14 Ord May 15 
a, to Branston, Fen, Lines, Farmer Lincoln 


aus 17 Ord May 14 

Seindmms \OHAEL Faspanicr, Balham, 

Colourman "Wandsworth Re hm oe re _ 

Emmerson, Rosert, The Eg Brentford, Lighterman 
Brentford Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Fiack, ARTHUR, \ ree Whitesmith Cambridge Pet 

Ft be MW. Wants Maida Vale High Co 
ETCHER, — le mart 
Pet April 24 Ord 

Frit, CHARLES waa, Gainsborough, Mechanic Lin- 
coln Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Gasanre, a a tS 8t Halen's, W Wine Merchant High 

Pe ate my panen, card, ‘Coal Exporter Cardiff 
Pet May 14 Ord May 

Houmes, Joun Sranuey, va Witt1am Harris Hoimes, 
an Coach Builders Northampton 
May 13 May 1 


James, GzorGe, Southport, Stock Broker Liverpool Pet 
May 12 May 


y 
Henses, ¢ GEORGE Sohn ‘Worgate st, sioeing, Cabinet Maker 
h Court Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Payye, James, Halesworth, —, Sa Dealer Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet May 15 Ord Ma: 
Reyno.ps, Epwarp, Bedworth, arwickahire, Bootmaker 
Coventry Pet May 1 Ord Ma 
Beh Oe Ayn, Cathcart ~ Brompton, Widow 
h Court Pet Apr22 Ord May 14 
eaten Sam, Bradford, Yeast Dealer Bradford Pet May 
15 Ord May 15 
Srarrorp, CHaR.es, the younger, St James Barton, Bri 
House Decorator Bristol pm el Ord May 14 14 
Surroy, JAmMEs oe 
om cri Assistant Cheltenham Pet May 14 a Ord 
Peenas. Wittiam WI 1Ams, A ng Victoria st High 
urt Pet Apr 30 Ord Ma 
Waku, Atraep Joy, Wavlwich, Insurance Agent 
Greenwich Pet Rt Ord May 15 
Warcueo, Percy J, nae lage st, Soho, Gent High Court 
Pet Apr 20 “es 
MEETINGS. 
Booxer, Mary an @ Grove terrace, Highgate rd, Fish- 
aoe June 2 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
le 
iow Wittiam Wattace, Ogdensburgh house, Maida 
hill Wi Commission ion Agent May 29 at12 33, Carey 


igh st, Kingsland, Grocer May 
idgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 
inn 


Brown, Water nati Burnley, Painter June 18 at 1 
tel, Nicholas oF sv 
oper : BERT McGouns, Mi a Be 
roker June 2 at 2.30 Bankruptc Dorvegal 
t, Lincoln’s inn fields isd 


ee < THom Mincing lane, Tea Dealer May 29 at 1 
33, Garey at Lincoln’ elds 4 
Carre 


st, ’s inn fields 
ae. =, Simxon aaa 
29 at 


sinn 
PELL, JOHN, Joiner May 27 at12 Off 

22, Park row, ine 4 ~ 

Ciements, J. B., and Feurx Roaey, Air st, Regent st, 

Hairdressers June 5 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
Coan, NATHANIEL, yo Wholesale Stationer May 
29 at ) Lincoln's inn fields. 
Corsworra, Guaseme _-— Formby, Lanes, Builder 
May 28 at2 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Currieprrcn, Jouny, ‘Wilmslow, Cheshire, 
Marketp 27 at 11.30" ‘on Ree, County chmbrs, 


Evw me Weneaans 1 Foxes, Penrhyndeudraeth, Merioneth, 
| —paaad May 27 at 2.90 Off Reo, Crypt chmbrs, 

Evans, Wittiam Eaton, Neath, Glam, Coal Merchant May 
2ati12 Off Reo, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Fiack, Arruvn, Pay Gury Cand Whitesnith May 28 at 12 


Off Rec, 5, Pe 
Ganpy, Maunics, Irighton. ester, M pofa 
Com ‘ompany Juné 8 ut 290 Off Reo, &%, Vi st, 


A. 1 2, ——— row, 
ST, BOLGK EXANDER 
Tre May 96 ata. Im opera ital Seon 


at, Mer- 


ssoepes 
Coney 5 ate Tuomas, row, bar Beer Retailor May 


Isaacson, Purnzas, Gresham 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, dc 





Lonpon, E.C., beg to announce 


y 
LeGaL Proresston or puRcHASE the same for cash if desired 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 


SPINK & SON, Goipsmrrus snp Suvmarrs, 1 anp 2, GracscHurcH-sTreeT, CoRNHILL, 
gy = Ee ACCURATELY APPRAISE the above for the 


1772. 





chant June 12 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Limcoln’s inn 
“an Josern, Leeds, Mi Mercliant May 28 at 11 
Off 22, Park row . 


Maneuines, poi BexsaMin, New Clee, Lines, 
a me oe ae wane agg a “a 
USGRAVE, THOMA: lormerly Agen‘ y 
Off Rec, 22 9 - 


a Sanrsox, Weelsby, Lines, of no occupation May 
27 at Off Rec, 1a, Gokeene st, Gt a_i 
eee | the , Bed’ tee 
May 28 at 12 Off Ree, 17, 


Srarrorp, CHaR.zs, jun, St James mete, ——— House 
Decorator May m7 at 3.30 Off Rec, 


Toutson, James Avoustixe Harrier, Leeds, 


May 28 at 12 Off Park row, Leeds 
Tourver, Joun Priestey, Ne Lichfield, Farmer June 
10 at 11.30 Off Reo, W: 


Wisstons, Euriy — neon, Siete, Tobac- 
conist May 27 at 3 OOH Ben Bank Bristol 
Woop, E, Merton rd, Wandsworth, Builder y 2 at 

11.30 24, Railway London Bridge 

Woopunovs Seems ERNON, West a Pew 
fen ant _May 26 at 12 Off Rec, 

Wrictey, — = James Asnron, late of Middleton, 
Lancs, May 28 at3 ‘Off Ree, Priory chmbrs, 
Union st, Oldham 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Boprx, Witi1am, Canterbury, Gun Maker Canterbury 
Pet April 29 Ord May 13 

Baicutreyx, Henry Witiiam Bicks, + ad st, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Feb6 Ord May 14 

Cuirtox, Cyrus Artnaur, Taunton, Surgeon Taunton 
Pet May 8 Ord May 15 

Ben, coe eee Hendon, Brewer Barnet Pet April 





varve, Gu, oo Bow ~- Gainsborough, Mechanic Lin: 
TH. ,~ 4 Yy - 
coln Pet Ord May 15 
GREENHOW, hee r Rau oe Coal Exporter Car- 
May 14 
Happox, Frank Dantet, 
Manchester Pet April 24 Ord May ‘4 
as - 2 a Southport, Stock Broker 
J we oe = Sone —- gard Promoter of the Auto- 
oxL, Isaac B. 's ens, 
thatie Photographic Co High Court Pet Feb17 Ord 
y 14 


Lataam, Henry bese nge ee, Notts, Grocer Shef- 
ce EL GM Hat Keng, wo 
cLACHLAN, WILLIAM, 
Q Court Pet March 1 Ord May 14 
mewn Epwanrp, —_— Cupien, a See Vic- 
tualler Croydon Pet yl4 
Pass, Micuart, Epwix "raven ) a Ervest 
Freperick G1sBs Pang Isle of 
Dogs, | Cement High Court Pet March 26 


May 14 
Payne, am Coal Dealer Great 


Halesworth, Suffolk, 

Yarmouth Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Geceren B nnn) and Jonny Ba SackVILue, 
Salford Pet 


po fg mary on Lancs, Calico Prin 


Saxon, 8 Sus, Bradford. 
Onl May i 


Pet 24 Ord Ma: 
Sranuiey, Epuunp Hi Tice ay Gipsy Hill, 
Financial Agent High Court Pet April3 Ord May 
14 
Tomas, WriiraM ere nee Victoria st High 
Court Pes <i a 
RSTLEY, W: nr Lichfield, Farmer 
Mays Ord 


Tourver, Joun 
Wi May 9 
ates, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 


Wapees J. 
Wisstons, Eutty Cuantorre, N ewtown, Bristol, Tobac- 
Bristol 13 oo ey 
Woon, E., Merton Wandsworth 
Pet Feb 26 Ord 14 


Wy ey, Joan Winuiam, Lanes, Woollen Draper 
Burnley Pet Mar | Ord nl May 15 


SALES OF ENSUING WFEK. 


. O04 
May a Desennam, Tewson, Fanuen, & Buiver- 
paren, af the Mart, aah 2 o'clock, 3 

Properties (see advertisement, May 16, p. 4). 
May 98.—Messrs. Deszxuam, Tewsox, Farunn, & —— 
WATER, at the Mart, B.C, at 2 o'clock, 
Rents and Investment (see advertisement, ine. 


The Subscription to the SoLiIcrrors’ ocneoeg ts 
—Town, 268; Country, 28s. ; | the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 528. Payment in advanc 
include Double Numbers and Postage, Sud- 








EDE AND S8ON, 


ROBE oat MAKERS, 


0 ee 
Chancellor, the Whole of the 


st hance Conpeention a brakes, Go. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 





1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





James Epps & Co., 48, 
Piccadilly. 


N FISTULA, and’ its Radical Cure by 


J. Comprox Bcxexett, M.D. London : 
tee, Ov . and 170, 





Frack, Arruur, Cambridge, Whitesmith Cambridge Pet - 





Se ee 

Capital ne between 
to £1 mag hs 

the Law & Som, La and City.—Address of Messrs. 


Law Stationers, 7, Warwick-court, Gray’s- 











Yeast Dealer Bradford Pet May | 
Surrm, Cua Bethnal Green. rd, Cub Manage High | 


may be consul. d 
on 
( by the late Mr. H. E. 
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CITY of OXFORD. 
meet important Freehold Hotel and Residential 
prac em fd unrivalled position at the bye ob 
street and High-troct, the whole forming a site for 
ding. It comprises the ol eotablish 
Pin tieweed premises known as the ite etch 
Pot Ag pane ara rere ouses, and 
i os. 71, 72, = 73, High-street, and Nos. 


to 
of about 8,207ft. The property now produces from 
old rentals an income of £370 per annum, but the = 
position which it occupies, in one of the best business 
, renders it peculiarly adapted as a site 
with shops on the a te floor, and 
is sine Peiered pr hee ape of producing a largely iucreased 
income, and ity to capitalists seldom 
to be met with for the of a old, either for 
investment or speculation. 


ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT 

are instructed to OFFER ‘the above valuable PRO- 

PERTY b + fom aa ae at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 

London, TUESDA ~ 4 JUNE 9, 1891, at TWO 
ee eee: 


and conditions of sale of Messrs. R. 8. 


C.; and of Messrs. 


Lincoln’ Lon wee | 
tioneers, 11, e-street, Li *s-inn, .C., am 
Watford, Herts. : 





NORTHWOOD, 

Thirteen miles from London, on the Metropolitan Railway 
(Chesham extension), with an excellent service of trains 
Siri gcnal baie ea we 

le 0) . forming part o 

Eastbury remy in this singularly 
lar, and healthy residential locality, 

one me frontages on excellent roads, and in every way 

adapted to the erection of medium-class residences. 


N ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT 
are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, in a 
WEE on the ESTATE, on INESDAY, 17th 
1891, immediately after luncheon, at HALF-PAST 
ONE, 121 BUILDING SITES, suitable for the erection of 
= medium-sized houses. The success hitherto attending 





these sales, and the increasing po ay of the neighbour- 
— have induced the owner ay lace a further portion of 
this beautiful estate im the market, and the Auctioneers 


draw particular attention to the present sale, which includes 
the last portion of the sites available for small houses. The 


Fareed aad gas and hyo ata water. = 
on the nine-years’ system 0! ent, an 
free of tithes and land tax. Cie 


Plans and particulars of Messrs. Robbins, Billings, & Co., 
Solicitors, Surrey-house, Victoria~embankment, W.C.; and 
of Mesars. Humbert, Son, & Flint, 11, Serle-street, Lincoln’s- 
inn, W.C., and Watford, Herts. 





NOTTING HILL, W. 
By order of the Trustee under the will of the late W. W. 
Esq.—To Investors, Capitalists, Trustees, &c. 
—Valuable Freehold Ground-rents, #414 per annum. 


ME tten 
D AUCTION, at the MART, , Tokenhouse-yard, Ec. 
on TUESDAY, JUNE 9th, 1591, m., in Several 
Lots, valuable FREEHOLD GROUND NTS, £414 per 
pag ge gb bE 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 
26, 28, and 30, Ki ‘road; Nos. 43, 45, 47, 49, 
51, 53, 56, 57, 58, he ae Nos. 1, 3, and 5, the 
lic-house, 9, 11, and 13, Portobello- 
road ; ll sets by abline Lonsdale- |, Notting-hill, 
with early reversions to the valuable rac ~rentis, estimated 





and Surveyors, 17. 2, Mews. Chad '3.W : 
Finch & z , SA, street, ; 
or at the Mart, E.C. 
HACKNEY. 


Highly important Copyhold Estate, consisting of 26 shops 
and houses, including a pelitie Doms, having the exten- 
sive frontage to Mare-street of 325 feet, now let at the 
seminal sent of £190 for a term expiring Midsummer, 
=. ae of the rack-rents, showing 4 gross 
£1 Pond teen ame pn ge or the 

asa site for 


es al a or Kay public balding requiring 


a ESSES. ELLIS & SON are directed to 
SELL by me at the MART, on MON- 
DAY, the th day of MAY, 191, at TWO ly, in 
Three Lots, the above COPYHOLD PROP ¥:— 
Lat 1L—Nos. 79 to 7, Mare-street, Nos. 1 to 10, 
a nga 


=i Dusiling boume and Shops, 

rental of, per annum £401 
La2— to ie, Mare-atrt, aad No, 22, Eenex- 
strectt—12 Dwelling-houses and Shops, pro- 

rental of, per annum --- AB 


ducing a grow 
Lt3—Nos. 11 to 21, Exsex-strect—11 Dwelling- 

berases, a gross rental of, per 
annula ‘ --- £25 
Printed particulars, with plans and conditions of sale, to 
be had of Messrs. Hollams, Sons, Coward, & whaler. 
aan aden bans and 
& Som, Auctioneers, 46. Feacharch-wtrett, EC, 


M34 B. A. REEVES, LAND D AGENT and 


SURVEYOR, | LONSDA LONSDALE Eks, 
ond Laaead’ Peat be Auction on 


ee omen Hie, U7 action 00 ders 








SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1891. 
DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 


to announce 

ce Premise, 

Building Land, Ground Bente Ad Bane ons, 
i -! \VOWSOnS, 

Stocks, Shares, Ee Eee bs held at the 


AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 


Tuesday, May 26 Ee ne June 30 | Tuesday, Aug 11 
Thursday, May 28 | Wednesday, July 1 | Tuesday, Aug 18 
Tuesday, June 2 Thenisy, July 2 | Tuesday, Aug 25 
Tuesday, June 9 Tuesday, July 7 Tuesday, Oct 6 
Tuesday, June 16 | Tuesday, July 14 | Tuesday, Oct 20 
Friday, June 19 Tuesday, July 21 |.Tuesday, Nov3 
Tu y, June 23 ee: a » Tuesday, Nov 17 
Thursday, June 25 Tuesday, 


Auctions can “i be yo on eat days, in town or 
ent. Messrs. Del 


~ ot Shops, 

and Business Premises to be or Sold by private contract 

ublished on the 1st of each month, and i. be obtained 

5 De Tewso! —— Farmer, Bridgewater, 

Gstate Agents, Surveyors, an Valuers, on Cheapside, 
London, E.C. Telephone No. 1,503. 


Me. DEREREAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, BRIDGEWATER’ 8 LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, peed 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, — 
nag ~ aH pone agg 
and Inv ents gen y, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, ree 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps. —Particu- 
f should be received not = than four 
Pays previous to the end of the preceding month 


My Bses. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
4 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


(Rost. W. Masy, F.S.L., aig Raysom, J. Bacsuaw 
Maxx, F 


12, Lower Grosvenor-place, ihenianebis 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8,W. 


_O™bor & UNIVERSALBAN ECéatied), 
449, Strand, Charing-cross, London, 8 
Authorised Capital, £1,000 000. 
Subscribed, £300,000. Paid up, "£150,000. 
Reserve Fund and Reserved Liability of over 
300 Proprietors, £170,000. 
Current Accounts ed. Overdrafts Granted. 
Bills Negotiated. Crossed and Country py ey Cashed. 
The Attention of Solicitors is drawn to the fact that both 
permanent and temporary Advances are made upon securi- 
ties, such as Reversions, Equitable Charges, and other 
ees securities. 
YTEREST ALLOWED ON DEPOSITS: 
ue one month’s notice .................+.+. £4 per cent. 
At three months’ notice .................. £5 per cent. 
For one, two, or three years certain ...£6 per cent. 
Interest paid a 
Balance-sheet, with full ——. ie on spplt- 











QUEENSLAND GOVERNMENT 


£3 10s. per Cent. Inscribed Stock. 





ISSUE OF £2,500,000 STOCK, 

In part of a Sum of £3,704,800 Sterling, authorized 
to be raised by the QUEENSLAND GOVERN- 
MENT LOAN ACT, No. 25, 7899. 


Repayable at Par, lst July, 1930. 


First Dividend, being Six Months’ Interest, payable 
1st July, 1891. 


Minimum Price of Issue, £94 per Cent. 


Tue GOVERNOR axnp COMPANY or true BANK OF 
Se a give notice that, on behalf of the Agent 
inted for raising and managing the Loans of the 
Co ony, they are authorized to receive Tenders for £2,500,000 
QUEENSLAND + ie yg £3 10s. per Centr. Inscripep 
ae enayal ble at A on the ist of July, 1930. 
of the Stock will be kept at the Bank of Eng- 
ae “a all assignments and transfers will be made. 
— ers of the Stock will be —— on payment of the usual 
fees, to es _ Stock Certifi r, With coupons 
al which certificates be re-inscribed into Stock 
at the will of the holder. 
ae TED aoe See Certificates will be free of Stamp 
e Dividends on the Stock will be payable at the Bank 
of England half-yearly, on 1st January and Ist July, and 
the first six months’ interest, calculated upon the nominal 
amount of Stock, will be payable Ist July, 1891. 
gee will be transmitted by post if 
es 
ante aout is et . PP woe Revenues of 
e Colony, an my ‘or the following 
To e Debentures issued Fm rng Govern- 
ment ye of 1866, falling due 1st July, 1891— 
£1,170,950 ; and for 
Railways, Harbo ‘bours and Rivers, Loans to Local Bodies, 


The pen cot acl to be repaid on the ist of July next bear 
interest at the rate of £6 per cent., the additional annual 
burthen upon the people of the Colony for interest upon 
the whole of the proposed issue of £2,500,000 will, therefore, 
= exceed £17,500. 

y the Act 40 & 41 Vict. ch. 59, the Revenues of the 
colony alone will be liable in respect of this Stock and the 
Divi thereon, and the Consolidated Fund of the 
United paneer and the Commissioners of Her Majesty’s 

be directly or indirectly liable or respon- 
able fo for the payment of the Stock or of the Dividends 
thereon, or for any matter relating thereto. 

‘enders may be for the whole or any part of the Stock, 
and must state what amount of money will be given for 
ped £100 of Stock. Tenders for other than even hundreds 
= bang 23 or at a price including fractions of a shilling other 

an sixpence, will not be accepted. Tenders must be 
Gelivennd at the Chief C Cashier’s ice, Bank of England, 
before two o’clock, on Wednesday, 27th May, 1891. Ten- 
ders at different prices must be on separate forms. The 
amount of Stock applied for must be written on the outside 
of the tender. 

The minimum price, below which no tender will be 
d, has been Fixed at £94 for every £100 of Stock. 








cation. . COCKS 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLIsHED 1s THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom which 
transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Business. 

Chief Office—126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
City Branch—1, ROYAL EXCHANGE BUILDINGS, E.C. 
The Funds in Hand and Capital subscribed exceed 
£2,000,000 Sterling. 

Chairman— + Dmg Esq., 7, St _ne-buildings, Lin- 

in’s-inn, -at-Law 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Peupertoy, Baa, ll, ‘Second-avenue, 
West Brighton 
Statement of some of the advantages at by the Company. 
FIRE and aan business are both . Annuities 
are granted, Reversions, Life Interests, &c., and 
Loans granted on such securities. 
Fine Derartuent. 
1. Liberal settlement of Losses. 
2. Lowest current rates of Premium. 
Lave DerantTMent. 
1. Low — => Premium. 





2. Large 
3. Unemditional Policies. 
4. Claims paid immediately on Proof of Death and Title. 


Manager of the Fire net, ISAAC ROGERS. 
Actuary and Secretary, 6 «G. WARNER, FP. LA A. 


THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 
PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
sound COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 

CHAELES NORRIS, Secretary. 

Offices, 11, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C. 





A deposit of £5 per cent. on the amount of Stock tendered 
for must be paid at the same Office at the time of the 
delivery of the oat and the deposit must not be enclosed 
=: ~ tender. Where no allotment is made the deposit 

be returned, and in case of ial allotment the bal- 
— of the deposit will be applied towards the first instal- 
ment. 

In the event of the receipt of tenders at or above the 
minimum price for a larger amount of Stock than that pro- 
posed to be issued, the tenders at the lowest price accepted 
will be subject to a pro rata diminution. 

The dates at which the further payments on account of 
the said Loan will be required are as follows :—On Friday, 
the 5th June, 1891, so om @ of the amount tendered and 
accepted as, when ‘added to sit, will leave Seventy- 
- pounds (Sterling) to be paid or each hundred pounds 

On Friday, the 26th June, 1891, £30 per cent. ; 

Op yy the 4th August, 1891, £15 per cent. ; 

On Tuesday, the 8th September, 1801, £15 per cent. ; 

On Tuesday, the 27th October, 1891, £15 per cent, 

Th id ‘in full on or after the 5th 


June, 1891, under discount at the rate of £3} cent. per 
annum. case of default in the payment of any instal- 
—~ i! at its oe date, the d it ents 
be liable to forfeiture. 
sey Oeste Bearer, with a cou) attached for 
the” helt-year's ay my A payable eae a ¥, sem, will be 
issued in exc! Lad oe ye 


The Stock be innertbed in the Bank Books on or 
after the 27th October, 1991, iy cme paid up in full, in 
anticipation, may be inscribed forthwi 


Applications must be upon te printed forms, which may 
be obtained at “ RS aa er’s Office, Bank of Eng- 
land ; of Messrs. Marshall, & Co,, 4, Lombard- 


street ; and of the pe Prva for the Government of 
Queensland, 1, Westminster Chambers, Victoria-street, 


5.W. 
Bank oF Enotanp, Loxpow, 20th May, 1891. 


M2: ONE x. — Householders or Lodgers 
panei Advances upon their 
Ayer mea or ren ne le security are invited to call at 
- omens os Se the Gomsouibara Gon Comvany, 48, Great sewer. 
oak ny and Executions 
out; no fees; ante tell’ eae, eer ee ieee: 
an old-established and and genuine firm,— Address, Manacun. 
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